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ABSTRACT  
Fruit and vegetable consumption among school children falls short of current 
recommendations. The development of Public-Private Partnerships (PPP), which 
combine the resources of government entities with the resources of private entities, such 
as businesses or not-for-profit agencies, has been suggested as an effective approach to 
address a number of public health concerns, including inadequate fruit and vegetable 
consumption. The United States Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program (FFVP) provides fruits and vegetables as snacks at least twice per 
week in low-income elementary schools. In addition to increasing fruit and vegetable 
consumption behaviors at school, children participating in the FFVP have been found to 
make more requests for fruits and vegetables in grocery stores and at home, suggesting 
the impact of the program extends beyond school settings. The purpose of this multicase 
study was to describe key stakeholders' perceptions about creating PPPs between schools 
and nearby retailers to cross-promote fruits and vegetables in low-income communities, 
using the FFVP. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with participants from three 
cases groups: grocery store/produce managers (n=10), district FFVP personnel (n=5) and 
school FFVP personnel (n=12). Data were analyzed using a directed content analysis 
approach using constructs from the Health Belief Model, including benefits, barriers, 
strategies, and motivation. While findings varied by case group, key benefits of creating a 
PPP included the potential to increase store sales, to enhance public relations with the 
community, and to extend the impact of the FFVP to settings outside of schools. Barriers 
included offering expensive produce through the FFVP, time/labor-associated costs, and 
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needing approval from authorities and supervisors. Strategies for developing a PPP 
included using seasonal produce and having clear instructions for teachers and staff. 
Stakeholders reported being motivated to create a PPP by the potential to improve health 
outcomes in children and by wanting to help the community. Both objective and 
subjective measures were suggested to measure the success of such a partnership. Finally, 
the educational component of the USDA's Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP-Ed) has the potential to serve as a catalyst for organizing a PPP between FFVP-
participating schools and nearby grocery stores. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Among children, frequent consumption of fruits and vegetables has been shown to 
reduce the risk of weight gain and chronic diseases.1-4 Additionally, fruits and vegetables 
are important sources of vitamins, minerals, and fiber, which are vital to the growth, 
development, and well-being of children.5 Although some studies point to inconsistent 
associations between fruit and vegetable consumption and positive weight outcomes in 
children,6 it is clear that eating patterns established in childhood influence long-term 
dietary behaviors and chronic disease risk factors.4,7-11 Despite strong evidence 
supporting the benefits of consuming fruits and vegetables, consumption rates, especially 
among children, remain extremely inadequate. Less than five percent of children between 
the ages of four to eight eat the daily recommended amount of vegetables, and only one 
percent of boys between the ages of nine to 13 consume the recommended number of 
vegetable servings per day.12 While the majority of children between the ages of four and 
eight currently meet the daily-recommended intake for total fruit, older children (boys 
and girls ages nine to 13 years old), do not. Additionally, over a third of adolescents 
consume fruits and vegetables less than once per day.13 Further, compared to national 
averages, fruit and vegetable consumption is lowest among low-income 
households.12,14,15 Therefore, finding strategies that promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption during this critical period of growth and development, from both biological 
and behavioral perspectives, is a public health priority.12,16 
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Schools have been identified as a key venue for promoting fruit and vegetable 
consumption among children since over 95% of school-age children (five to 17 year olds) 
attend public or private schools in the US,17 where they can consume up to two meals and 
a snack during the school day.18 Further, intervention studies show that school-based 
initiatives are successful in changing dietary behaviors among students,19-21 and they can 
also have a positive influence on fruit and vegetable consumption.22 Schools offer a 
variety of programs to promote healthy eating behaviors among children. One of the 
newest programs, established nationally in 2008, is the US Department of Agriculture’s 
(USDA) Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP). The program aims to create 
healthier school environments by expanding the variety of fruits and vegetables children 
experience, thus impacting present and future health outcomes.23 The program provides 
fresh fruits and vegetables as snacks at least twice a week to children during the school 
day, outside of school meal programs, such as the National School Lunch Program 
(NSLP) and  School Breakfast Program (SBP).24 The FFVP specifically targets 
elementary schools with the highest proportion of students receiving free and reduced-
price meals. For the 2016-2017 school year, 184.5 million dollars was allocated for the 
program nationally, which provided fresh produce to approximately four million low-
income children across 7,600 schools.25 The FFVP is administered at the federal level by 
the USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service, and at the state level through state education 
agencies. The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) is tasked with administering the 
program in Arizona. Each year, elementary schools can apply for FFVP funding if they 
participate in the NSLP and have a large percentage of students certified for free and 
reduced-price meals.23,24 For the 2016-2017 school year, 104 Arizona schools were 
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accepted to participate in the program, all having 90% or more of enrolled students 
eligible for free and reduced-price meals.26 The state of Arizona received just over 3.7 
million dollars in federal funds for the FFVP program for the 2016-2017 school year.25 
A number of studies have found positive associations between FFVP participation 
and increased preference for,16,27-30 and consumption of,27-33 fruits and vegetables among 
elementary school-age children. Additionally, in a FFVP evaluation report to Congress, 
some parents reported that their children were requesting more fruits and vegetables at 
home.28 These findings were supported by a recent study conducted by Ohri-Vachaspati 
et al.,34 which found that children from FFVP-participating schools made significantly 
more requests to their parents to purchase fruits and vegetables at the grocery store 
compared to children from non-FFVP-participating schools. Another study conducted by 
Ohri-Vachaspati et al.,35 found that elementary schools participating in the FFVP had 
more than twice the odds of offering fresh fruit with school lunches compared to non-
participating schools. These studies suggest that benefits of the FFVP can potentially go 
beyond providing fruits and vegetables as snacks in classrooms to improving food 
environments at home and at school. Further, anecdotal observations suggest that food 
retailers located near FFVP-participating schools sometimes sell out of specific fruits and 
vegetables during the times those items are featured as part of the FFVP.36,37 This is an 
indication that the FFVP may extend into the retail food environment as well.  
Another USDA initiative, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
Education (SNAP-Ed), offered in community and school settings, aims to improve the 
likelihood that SNAP-eligible individuals will make healthy food choices consistent with 
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans (DGAs).38 SNAP-Ed is a potential resource for 
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FFVP-participating schools by providing nutrition education, staff training, and 
promotional materials. Approximately 1 million Arizonans received SNAP benefits each 
month for fiscal year 2015.39 In an effort to improve program reach, SNAP-Ed 
implementing agencies are now encouraged to incorporate multilevel interventions and 
community and public health approaches including policy, systems, and environmental 
change efforts to encourage healthy food selection among SNAP participants.38 
Grocery stores have also been identified as strategic venues for fruit and vegetable 
interventions as these are the environments in which individuals make food purchasing 
decisions.40 Interventions in these settings can involve a number of strategies including 
increased availability, increased access, price reductions and coupons, providing point-of-
purchase (POP) information, and promoting and communicating products with 
customers, as well as a combination of these strategies.40 The evidence regarding the 
success of grocery store interventions to increase produce sales is mixed;41 some studies 
report increased sales for targeted items,42 while others do not.43  
Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) combine the resources of government entities, 
such as programs or agencies, with the resources of private entities, such as businesses or 
not-for-profit agencies, to achieve societal goals.44 By leveraging individual resources, 
such partnerships provide a mechanism for addressing complex problems.45 The 
development of PPPs has been suggested to combat a number of public health concerns, 
including smoking, obesity, and chronic diseases, as governments face increasing 
pressure to prevent morbidity and mortality in fiscally constraining climates and the 
private sector lacks the means to provide public services on its own.45,46 One of the most 
well-known PPPs in food and nutrition was led by the Healthy Weight Commitment 
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Foundation (WHCF) in 2007. Members of the WHCF included 16 of the nation’s leading 
food and beverage manufacturers. Together, members of the HWCF voluntarily pledged 
to collectively sell 1 trillion fewer calories in the US marketplace by 2012, and 1.5 
trillion fewer calories by 2015.47 A study investigating pledge compliance found that the 
16 HWCF companies collectively sold 6.4 trillion fewer calories in 2012 than they did at 
baseline in 2007, which was a 10.6% reduction in the number of calories sold. Other 
partnerships include the Better Business Bureaus (BBB) partnering with 18 of the 
nation’s leading food and beverage companies and quick-service restaurants on the 
Children’s Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative (CFBAI), which is a voluntary self-
regulation program designed to shift the food advertised to children to healthier choices, 
and Fuel Up to Play 60, a physical activity program launched by the National Dairy 
Council and National Football League, in collaboration with the USDA.  
Two PPPs have been formed specifically to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption in the United States. In 1991, a PPP emerged between the National Cancer 
Institute (NCI), the Produce for Better Health Foundation, the USDA, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), and the American Cancer Society, to create the 
“5 A Day for Better Health Program,” a nationwide nutrition education campaign 
designed to increase consumption of fruits and vegetables to an average of five or more 
servings per day.48,49 In 2007, the program rebranded to, “fruits & veggies more 
matters®,” a health initiative focused on helping Americans increase fruit and vegetable 
consumption for better health.49 In 2010, in support of First Lady Michelle Obama’s 
Let’s Move! Initiative, a PPP called, “Let’s Move Salad Bars to Schools (LMSB2S),” 
was created between the Chef Ann Foundation, the National Fruit and Vegetable 
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Alliance, the United Fresh Produce Association Foundation and Whole Foods Market. 
The goal of the LMSB2S was to place salad bars in every school in the United States.50 
As of September 2017, over 5,083 schools have been granted salad bars.50 
Problem Statement  
While there have been a number of interventions in school, home and grocery 
store settings designed to target increasing produce consumption in children, 
consumption rates remain inadequate. The USDA encourages schools participating in the 
FFVP to partner with a variety of organizations to help with the implementation and 
operation of the FFVP, including the CDC, NCI, Produce for Better Health, and the 
United Fresh Produce Association. In the USDA’s most recent evaluation of the FFVP, 
41 states reported having established partnerships with non-federal organizations, 28 
states partnered with Cooperative Extension Service, 18 states partnered with health or 
agriculture departments, 17 states partnered with higher education institutions, and 12 
states reported partnership with grocery stores or retailers. Reported partnerships most 
often involved providing promotional materials or nutrition education. Some schools 
reported partnerships where free food or supplies were provided.29 The impact of such 
partnerships has not been measured, and steps for creating such partnerships have not 
been researched. Leveraging the reach of school food programs, specifically the FFVP, is 
an innovative strategy to facilitate PPPs between schools and grocery stores to cross-
promote fruits and vegetables. Such partnerships could increase the sales of fruits and 
vegetables in retail stores and promote healthy food consumption among children from 
the lowest socio-economic backgrounds, who are most at risk for poor health outcomes. 
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The degree to which the FFVP can be amplified beyond school settings through PPPs 
with grocery stores has not been explored.  
Study Purpose   
The purpose of this case study was to describe key stakeholders’ perceptions 
about creating PPPs between schools and nearby retailers to cross-promote fruits and 
vegetables in low-income communities, using the FFVP.  
Research Questions  
RQ1:  What are key stakeholders’, including grocery managers, district FFVP 
coordinators, and school FFVP staff, perceptions about creating PPPs between FFVP-
participating elementary schools and nearby grocery stores to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption in children? 
a. What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to such a partnership? 
b. What strategies would schools and retailers use to cross-promote fruit and 
vegetables using the FFVP? 
c. What would motivate key stakeholders to create such partnerships?  
d. How would the impact of such partnerships be measured?  
e. To what extent can SNAP-Ed be used as a catalyst for leveraging school food 
programs, such as the FFVP, to create PPPs? 
Assumptions  
Based on the researchers’ experience in school food programs and prior work 
examining the amplification effect of the FFVP, four assumptions were made. First, 
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perceived benefits and barriers for creating a PPP between schools and grocery stores 
would differ among case groups. This assumption was founded on the premise that 
members from each case group have different roles, responsibilities, duties, and job 
descriptions. Second, motivating factors would be unique to each case group. This 
assumption was based on the premise that members of each case group serve different 
populations. For example, school FFVP staff serve students while retail managers serve a 
broader community, which includes children, families and elderly populations. Third, 
school and district case groups would have more similarities than school and retail case 
groups or district and retail case groups. This assumption was based on the premise that 
procedures carried out in schools are based on district decisions. Therefore, perceptions 
among these case groups would be in greater alignment compared to other case group 
comparisons. Lastly, SNAP-Ed is uniquely positioned to help create PPPs between 
schools and nearby grocery stores. This assumption was based on the recent restructuring 
of SNAP-Ed to develop a policy, system, environmental approach to improving eating 
habits among SNAP participants.  
Theoretical Framework 
The Health Belief Model (HBM), developed by social psychologists in the 1950s, 
is a framework for understanding individuals’ intention to take a given health action. The 
HBM has been used extensively in health behavior research, including developing and 
designing interventions and explaining behavior change processes, and it is the most 
well-known theory in the field of public health.51,52 The primary concepts that predict 
health behaviors, such as controlling chronic disease conditions, include:  susceptibility, 
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seriousness, benefits, barriers, cues to action, and self-efficacy.52 Perceived susceptibility 
refers to an individual’s beliefs about the likelihood of developing a disease or health 
condition. Perceived severity refers to an individual’s feelings regarding the medical and 
social consequences of contracting an illness. Perceived benefits refer to the positive 
gains an individual believes will accompany taking action to reduce disease threat, for 
example, the financial savings for quitting smoking. Perceived barriers refer to the 
tangible and intangible costs of taking action to reduce disease threat, such as a healthier 
alternative being more time consuming. Cues to action refers to events or instances that 
trigger actions, such as a high blood pressure diagnosis. Finally, self-efficacy refers to an 
individual’s confidence to taking action.51,52  
The HBM has traditionally been used to explain individual behavior change 
related to a specific health outcomes, such as heart disease or healthy eating behaviors.52-
54 For this study, we applied constructs from the HBM to examine perceptions of 
community stakeholders, namely schools and grocery stores, for creating a PPP between 
FFVP-schools and nearby grocery stores, aimed at improving fruit and vegetable 
consumption among children. In this approach, the specific behavior change was to create 
a PPP between FFVP-schools and nearby grocery stores and the specific health outcome 
was to improve fruit and vegetable consumption among children. HBM constructs were 
used to define perception components among stakeholder groups, including benefits, 
barriers, strategies (self-efficacy), and motivation (cues to action). These concepts were 
used broadly to guide the development of interview protocols for each case group, 
throughout data analysis, including development of the domain list, and finally to 
structure study findings.   
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Bounding Cases 
Case studies are designed to uncover information through “empirical intimacy,” 
or through intense focus and connection to cases.55 Cases are spatially and temporally 
defined entities that are created through the process of casing.55 In this sense, researchers 
delimit cases rather than search for them, by creating specific limiting criterion based on 
theoretically-based factors such as time, setting, policy, experience, and discourse. In 
case study designs, cases can consist of individual cases, in which each participant 
represents a single case, or broader cases such as events, locations, or entities. Cases are 
commonly defined by their unit of analysis.55,56 For this study, cases were defined as 
individual participants. The following criterion were used to bound this study:  
1. This study was conducted in schools and grocery stores in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area.  
2. Only FFVP-participating schools also participating in SNAP-Ed though the 
Maricopa County Department of Public Health (MCDPH) were included in the 
study.  
3. Only cases from schools participating in the FFVP for four or more years were 
recruited for the study.  
4. Only the main FFVP contacts at each selected district or school were recruited for 
the study.  
5. Only the store and produce managers at grocery stores near FFVP-participating 
school in Phoenix, Arizona were recruited for the study. 
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Definitions of Key Terms and Acronyms  
FFVP – refers to the USDA’s Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program. 
SNAP-Ed – refers to the educational component of the USDA’s Supplementation 
Nutrition Assistance Program. 
PPPs – refers to public-private partnerships that are formed by multiple entities to 
achieve a common goal using shared resources.  
USDA – United States Department of Agriculture  
NSLP – National School Lunch Program  
SBP – National School Breakfast Program 
DGA – Dietary Guidelines for Americans  
NCI – National Cancer Institute  
CDC – Centers for Disease Control and Prevention  
POP – Refers to prompts offered to customers at the point of purchase.  
BBB – Better Business Bureau  
HHCF – Healthy Weight Commitment Foundation 
CFBAI – Children’s Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative, a voluntary self-
regulation program designed to shift the food advertised to children to healthier choices. 
LMSB2S – Let’s Move Salad Bars to Schools, a PPP created between the Chef Ann 
Foundation, the National Fruit and Vegetable Alliance, the United Fresh Produce 
Association Foundation and Whole Foods Market. 
FSD – refers to the District Food Service Director; the individual responsible for 
overseeing school meal programs for a school district.  
ADE – Arizona Department of Education  
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MCDPH – Maricopa County Department of Public Health  
SEM – Social Ecological Model 
HBM – Health Belief Model  
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this chapter is to provide an in-depth analysis of what is known 
about the key factors related to the FFVP and the potential to create PPPs between 
schools and grocery stores to cross promote the FFVP. The chapter is organized into six 
major sections: fruit and vegetable consumption, factors influencing fruit and vegetable 
consumption, strategies to increase fruit and vegetable consumption, PPPs, and previous 
research on the FFVP.   
Fruit and Vegetable Consumption  
Health Benefits of Fruit and Vegetable Consumption  
Among children, frequent consumption of fruits and vegetables has been shown to 
reduce the risk of weight gain and chronic diseases.1-4 In a cross-sectional study, Bradlee 
and colleagues used National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) III 
data (1998-2002) to examine the association between food group intake and central body 
anthropometry in children ages five to 16 years old.1 While there was no association 
between central adiposity and fruit and vegetable intake in younger children (ages five to 
11), adolescent children (ages 12-16) who met the criteria for central obesity (having a 
waist circumference greater than or equal to the 85th percentile), consumed less fruits and 
vegetables than adolescents without central obesity. Similarly, Cullen and colleagues 
found that higher vegetable consumption was associated with lower BMIs in African-
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American girls between the ages of eight and 10 in four US cities.2 Analogous results 
were not observed for fruit consumption. Roseman et al., examined survey data from 
4,049 public middle-school students in Kentucky to assess the relationship between 
dietary practices and weight status. Their findings suggested that sixth to eighth grade 
students that were underweight (had a BMI below the fifth percentile) or at a healthy 
weight consumed more fruits and vegetables than students who were at risk of being 
overweight (had a BMI between the 85th and 95th percentiles) or overweight (had a BMI 
above the 95th percentile).3 Lorson et al., using data from the 1999-2002 NHANES, found 
that overweight children and adolescents consumed less total fruit than those that were 
normal weight or at risk for overweight. 14 However, while some studies find positive 
associations between fruit and vegetable intake and weight outcomes in children, others 
do not. In a review article that assessed fruit and vegetable consumption and adiposity, 
authors evaluated 23 experimental or longitudinal studies involving adults and/or 
children. Results indicated that experimental studies found fruit and vegetable intake 
contributed to reduced adiposity in adults but not children and longitudinal studies 
showed inverse relationships between fruit and vegetable consumption and obesity in 
adults, but only half of the longitudinal studies found such relationships in children.6  
In addition to weight status, frequent consumption of fruits and vegetables has 
been found to be associated with lower blood pressure in children. In a 2005 study by 
Moore and colleagues, researchers used data from the Framingham Children’s Study to 
assess the relationship between dietary patterns and blood pressure in children.4 The 
Framingham Children’s Study is a longitudinal study that initially enrolled children ages 
three to 5.9, and their parents, in 1986 and followed them until age 12. Results showed 
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that children who consumed at least four servings of fruits and vegetables per day in pre-
school (ages three to 5.9) and elementary school (ages six to 12) had lower blood 
pressure as adolescents. In a similar study by Moore et al, the relationship between 
adolescent dietary intake and cardiometabolic risk factors was examined using data from 
the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute’s Growth and Health Study, a 
longitudinally study of obesity and cardiovascular-related outcomes in adolescent girls.8 
The study began in 1987-1988, enrolling 2,379 girls between the ages of nine and 10 
from urban and rural clinics and following them until the ages of 19-20. Researchers 
found that girls who consumed 1.5 cups of fruits and vegetables per day had fewer 
cardiovascular-related risk factors than girls consuming smaller amounts, and girls who 
consumed less than one cup of fruits and vegetables per day were more likely to have 
three or more cardiometabolic risk factors, which included waist circumference, blood 
pressure, low-density lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterol, high-density lipoprotein (HDL) 
cholesterol, triglycerides, and insulin resistance.  
Evidence also suggests that fruit and vegetable consumption may be protective for 
some types of cancer. In a collaborative report between the World Cancer Research Fund 
and the American Institute for Cancer Research, researchers conducted a comprehensive 
meta-analysis of nutrition epidemiological studies, in an effort to reduce cancer risk in all 
societies. Evidence of factors that modified the risk of cancer were graded on a scale 
according to the strength of the evidence. Scale points included (from lowest to highest 
strength), substantial effect on risk unlikely, limited-suggestive, probable, and 
convincing. While there was no convincing evidence that consumption of fruits and 
vegetables decreased the risk of certain types of cancer, there was probable evidence that 
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non-starchy vegetables are protective against cancers of the mouth, pharynx, larynx, and 
those of the esophagus and stomach, and fruits probably protect against cancers of the 
mouth, pharynx, and larynx, and those of the esophagus, lung, and stomach. This 
evidence provided justification for one of the research panel’s eight recommendations:  to 
eat mostly foods of plant origin, with specific recommendations to consume at least 600 
grams of fruits and vegetable per day.10 Recent findings from the Continuous Update 
Project from the American Institute for Cancer Research, indicate that there is probable 
evidence that foods containing fiber, such as fruits and vegetable, lower the risk of 
colorectal cancer, and non-starchy vegetables and fruits lower the risk for liver cancer; 
however, there was no probable evidence that fruits and/or vegetables are protective 
against cancers of the mouth, pharynx, larynx, esophagus, and stomach as was previously 
found in the 2007 collaboration report.57 
In a longitudinal study conducted by Maynard et al., researchers examined the 
associations between childhood fruit and vegetable intake and adult cancer risk using data 
from the Boyd Orr cohort.9 Participants in rural and urban areas of England and Scotland 
responded to diet and health-related survey questions included in the Carnegie survey 
between 1937 and 1939. Cohort members were traced until July 2000 (over 60-year 
follow-up). Results from logistic regression analyses using quartiles for fruit and 
vegetable consumption found that increasing levels of fruit consumption were associated 
with reduced risk of cancer. However, there were no risk patterns associated with 
vegetable consumption.9  
These studies suggest that low fruit and vegetable consumption in youth can lead 
to adverse health outcomes, including elevated risk for obesity, cardiometabolic-related 
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chronic diseases and cancer. This is likely due to the fact that fruits and vegetables are 
high in nutrient density and low in energy density and contain important sources of 
vitamins, minerals, and fiber.10 As explained by Rolls et al.,58 consumption of fruits and 
vegetables can increase satiety due to their high fiber and water content and low fat 
content.58 Since fat has a higher energy content per gram, compared to carbohydrates and 
proteins (nine kilograms per gram of fat versus four kilocalories per gram of 
carbohydrate or protein), a diet rich in fruits and vegetables is lower in energy density.    
Depending on subgroup, vegetables provide important sources of fiber, 
potassium, vitamin A (and related beta-carotene and retinol), vitamin C (ascorbic acid), 
vitamin K, copper, magnesium, vitamin E, vitamin B6, folate, iron, manganese, thiamin, 
niacin and choline.10,59 Fruits provide important sources of dietary fiber, potassium, 
Vitamin A (beta-carotene), folate, and vitamin C.10,59 These individual nutrients found in 
fruits and vegetables have also been linked to lower risk of chronic disease, although the 
evidence is mixed.60,61 Some studies failed to show that the vitamins and minerals found 
in fruits and vegetables mitigate disease risk. In the meta-analysis produced by the World 
Cancer Research Fund and the American Institute for Cancer Research, there was 
probable evidence that foods containing folate, carotenoids, beta-carotene, vitamin C, and 
selenium decrease the risk of certain types of cancer, including pancreas, mouth, pharynx, 
larynx, prostate, esophagus, and lung cancer.10 Conversely, Maynard et al., failed to find 
associations between vitamins C, E, carotene, or retinol and cancer incidence.9   
In addition to mitigating poor health outcomes related to weight and chronic 
disease, vitamin and mineral-containing fruits and vegetables are vital to the growth, 
development, and well-being of children.5 Nutrient deficiencies, including zinc, calcium, 
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vitamin D, copper, phosphorus, and vitamin C, are associated with bone abnormalities 
including stunting, rickets, and osteomalacia.5,62 Iron deficiency after six months of age 
can cause deficits in neurocognitive development, such as impairments in learning and 
memory.63 Other vitamins and mineral deficiencies and their related symptoms include, 
tooth decay (fluoride deficiency), anemia (iron, copper, vitamin A, and/or B vitamin 
deficiency), night blindness and keratinization (vitamin A deficiency), scurvy (vitamin C 
deficiency), beriberi (thiamin deficiency), and pellagra (niacin deficiency).5,62 
Finally, research indicates that eating patterns established in childhood influence 
long term dietary behaviors, weight status, and chronic disease risk factors.4,7,8,11 
Promoting fruit and vegetable consumption in youth can have lifelong impacts on health-
related outcomes. In a review article summarizing existing research on the development 
of eating behaviors among children and adolescents, authors Birch and Fisher suggest 
that children’s food intake is influenced by early eating and food experiences.7 
Additionally, the family environment and parenting practices may play a role in 
promoting childhood obesity.7 In a study conducted by Hartman et al., researchers 
conducted six focus groups to identify psychosocial determinants of fruit and vegetable 
consumption among college students, ages 18-24, in New Zealand. Participants identified 
eating habits in childhood as a key influencing factor on fruit and vegetable consumption 
in adulthood.64 The mere exposure effect, or a positive repetition-effect relationship that 
results from exposure alone, supports the notion that childhood eating behaviors 
influence long-term dietary habits.65 Similar to the bitter taste of coffee becoming more 
tolerable and pleasant over time, children who consume fruits and vegetables in 
childhood will have more exposure and thus may be more likely to create a preference for 
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fruits and vegetables in adulthood. This mere exposure effect was tested in an experiment 
by Sullivan and Birch, in which children between the ages of four and five were assigned 
to three different flavored versions of a particular food (tofu, jicama or ricotta cheese).66 
The three versions included items served plain, seasoned with salt, or seasoned with 
sugar. Results indicated that regardless of version, preference increased after repeated 
exposure.66 
Dietary Guidelines for Fruit and Vegetable Consumption  
According to the 2015 Dietary Guidelines for Americans, for the Healthy US-
Style Eating Pattern, children between the ages of two and eight need between 1,000 to 
1,400 calories per day. Fruit and vegetable recommendations accompanying these calorie 
levels include 1.0 – 1.5 cup-equivalents of vegetables (one cup fresh, frozen or canned 
vegetables or a half cup of lettuce) and 1.0 – 1.5 cup-equivalents of fruit (one cup of 
fresh, frozen or canned fruit; one cup of 100% juice; or a half cup of dried fruit) per day. 
Vegetable recommendations for children between the ages of two and eight include 0.5 – 
1.0 cups of dark-green vegetables per week, 2.5 – 3.0 cups of red/orange vegetables per 
week, 0.5 cups of legumes, 2.0 – 3.5 cups of starchy vegetables, and 1.5 – 2.5 cups of 
other vegetables. For adults, the recommended amount of vegetables is 2.5 cup-
equivalents per day and the recommended amount of fruit is 2.0 cup-equivalents per day 
(based on a 2,000 calorie diet).59 Vegetable recommendations can be further broken down 
according to color category. Based on a 2,000-calorie diet, each week individuals should 
consume 1.5 cup-equivalents of dark-green vegetables, 5.5 cup-equivalents of red and 
orange vegetables, 1.5 cup-equivalents of legumes, 5.0 cup-equivalents of starchy 
vegetables, and 4.0 cup-equivalents of other vegetables.59  
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Fruit and Vegetable Consumption Among Children  
Less than five percent of children between the ages of four to eight eat the daily 
recommended amount of vegetables, and only one percent of boys between the ages of 
nine to 13 consume the recommended number of vegetable servings per day.12 While the 
majority of children between the ages of four to eight currently meet the daily-
recommended intakes for total fruit, older children (boys and girls ages nine to 13 years 
old), do not. Additionally, over a third of adolescents consume fruits and vegetables less 
than once per day.13 Further, fruits and vegetables are a main source for most nutrients 
that are found to be underconsumed among the US population. Vitamin A, vitamin D, 
vitamin E, folate, vitamin C, calcium, and magnesium are underconsumed relative to the 
Estimated Average Requirement (EAR). Fiber and potassium are underconsumed 
compared to Adequate Intake (AI) levels. Iron consumption is specifically 
underconsumed by adolescents.12  
Disparities in Fruit and Vegetable Consumption 
Compared to national averages, fruit and vegetable consumption is lowest among 
low-income households.12,14,15 Lorson et al., used data from the 1999-2002 NHSNES to 
identify factors related to fruit and vegetable intake in US children and adolescents 
(between the ages of two and 18).14 Total fruit intake was significantly higher in children 
living above 350% of the poverty-income ratio (PIR) compared to children living in 
households with a poverty-income ratio (PIR) between 350% and 130%. In a 2014 study 
conducted by Grimm et al., researchers examined the association between poverty and 
adult fruit and vegetable consumption using data from the 2009 Behavioral Risk Factor 
Surveillance System (BRFSS).15 BRFSS is a telephone survey administered by the CDC 
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in all US states and territories that is used to monitor dietary intake. Poverty was 
examined categorically using PIR. Individuals with the highest poverty ratios 
(below130% PIR) were less likely to consume vegetables at least three times per day 
compared to individuals in the highest poverty group (above 400% PIR). Similar results 
were found for fruits. Dubowitz also found that fruit and vegetable intake was associated 
with family income; individuals with higher family incomes had higher intakes of 
combined fruits and vegetables.67   
Fruit and vegetable intake has also been found to be associated with race/ethnicity 
characteristics.14,15,67 In a 2008 study conducted by Dubowitz et al., researchers examined 
the associations between socioeconomic status and fruit and vegetable intake. Number of 
fruit and vegetable servings per day was assessed using data from 24-hour recalls from 
NHANES III, which was conducted from 1988 to 1994.67 Results showed that whites 
consumed significantly more fruit and vegetable servings per day than either blacks or 
Mexican Americans. Results from multivariate analyses indicated that blacks consumed 
fewer combined servings of fruits and vegetables than whites, but differences were not 
found among whites and Mexican Americans. Lorson et al., found that total fruit intake 
to be highest among Mexican American children compared to non-Hispanic white 
children and adolescents.14 Similarly, Grimm et al., found that fruit consumption was 
highest among Hispanic adults and vegetable consumption was highest among non-
Hispanic white adults.15 Finally, Grimm et al, found that fruit and vegetable intake was 
highest among women, individuals over the age of 65, and college graduates,15 whereas 
Dubowitz et al., found that higher fruit and vegetable intake was associated with older 
adults, males, and individuals with higher education levels.67  
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Factors Influencing Fruit and Vegetable Consumption  
Ecological Models for Health Behaviors  
Within the last two decades there has been a shift from using individual 
behavioral models to understand behavior change, to ecological models. In light of this 
shift, Sallis et al., propose four core principles of ecological perspectives, which include 
1) multiple levels of factors influence health behaviors, 2) influence interact across 
levels; 3) multi-level interventions should be most effective in changing behavior; and 4) 
ecological models are most powerful when they are behavior specific.68 
Ecological models, stemming from the root word ecology, or the interrelation 
between organisms and their environments, were first developed in the 1950s from 
biological science, and were later adapted by behavioral scientists.68-70 In 1977, Urie 
Brofenbrenner proposed one of the first conceptual frameworks that applied both 
individual and environmental determinants that affect behavior.70 Brofenbrenner divided 
environmental influences on behavior into four systems:  micro-, meso-, exo-, and 
macrosystem levels of influence. Face-to-face influence, such as interactions among 
families or work colleagues, make up the microsystem. The system of microsystems 
makes up the mesosystem, or the interrelations among various settings that relate to an 
individual, such as school, family, church, and work groups. The forces driving the larger 
social system that an individual is situated within, such as the median household income 
of a population, make up the exosystem. Finally, the macrosystem refers to the cultural 
beliefs and values that influence all systems within the framework.69,70   
Using this framework, along with others, McLeroy et al., developed one of the 
first ecological models for health promotion.69 The five concepts that make up this 
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framework include:  intrapersonal factors, or individual characteristics such as 
knowledge, attitudes, and skills; interpersonal processes, or social networks and support 
systems, including families, friends, and colleagues; institutional factors, which include 
the formal and informal rules and regulations within social institutions; community 
factors, such as relationships between organizations, institutions, and networks; and 
finally public policy, or the local, state and national laws and policies that influence the 
system.69  
 Similarly, the Social Ecological Model (SEM) derived from the Ecological 
Systems Theory (EST), which suggests that individual development or change can only 
be explained within the context or ecological niche in which one exists.71 The SEM uses 
multiple layers to explain the variety of interactions that influence individual behavior 
change, including individual factors, environmental factors, and cultural factors. The 
SEM has been used to explain a number of public health issues, including smoking, 
chronic diseases such as childhood obesity, and eating behaviros.68,72,73 Adapted from 
previous ecological models, an ecological framework developed by Story et al., is 
depicted in Figure 1.74 The four layers of this model include individual factors, social 
environments, physical environments, and macro-level environments. As summarized in 
the figure, individual-level factors that influence eating behaviors include genes, food 
preferences, knowledge, and sociodemographic including income. Behavior change 
drivers at this level may include motivation, self-efficacy, and behavioral capability. 
Social environmental factors include interactions with families, friends and peers. 
Behavior change drivers at this level may include role modeling, social support, and 
social norms. The physical environment includes the settings where individuals eat or 
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procure food, such as the home environment, work sites, grocery stores, restaurants, and 
schools. Macro-level environmental factors that make up a society include social norms 
and values, food production and distribution systems, land use and transportation, food 
assistance programs, and government and political structures and policies. While these 
macro-level factors are the furthest layer from the individual and play a more indirect role 
on eating behaviors, factors within this layer can have a substantial impact on what 
people eat. The behavior change drivers at this level include legislative, regulatory or 
policy actions and practices.74 
As explained by Sallis et al., and Stokols et al., ecological models and 
frameworks, such as the SEM, consider multiple sources of influence on behavior 
change, which guides the development of more comprehensive interventions.68,73 
Behavior change is more likely to occur when 1) environments and policies support 
healthful choices, 2) there are social norms and support around healthful choices, and 3) 
individuals are educated and motivated to make such choices.68  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  25 
 
 
 
Figure 1:  An Ecological Framework Depicting the Multiple Influences on What People 
Eat (adapted from Story et al., 2008) 
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Barriers and Facilitators to Fruit and Vegetable Consumption 
Barriers to fruit and vegetable consumption can be explained within the context of 
ecological models.74 In a 2006 review conducted by Rasmussen et al., researchers 
evaluated 98 quantitative papers that examined the determinants of fruit and vegetable 
intake among children and adolescents between the ages of six and 18.75 Nearly half of 
the studies included in the review were based on US populations. Most papers used food 
frequency questionnaires or 24-hour recalls to determine fruit and vegetable intake. 
Individual factors that influenced fruit and vegetable consumption included race and 
ethnicity, income, preferences, nutrition knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy. All 
papers that examined preferences found that children had higher intakes of fruits and 
vegetables they had a greater preference for. The majority of papers also found a positive 
association between nutrition knowledge and fruit and vegetable intake. Papers that 
examined the association between intake and attitudes also found a positive association. 
Similarly, more than half of the papers examining self-efficacy found a positive 
association between self-efficacy and fruit and vegetable intake. In terms of social-
environment level factors, positive associations were found between children’s 
consumption of fruits and/or vegetables and parental intake. Additionally, fruit and 
vegetable consumption was found to be lower among children from single-parent 
families. Family meals was also found to be positively associated with children’s 
consumption of fruit and/or vegetables. The influence of friends was also found to be 
positively associated with consumption in two of three papers. In the physical 
environment setting, home availability was found to be positively associated with 
consumption as well as availability of fruits and vegetables at school.75   
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A study conducted by Skinner et al., which compared children’s food preferences 
longitudinally from ages two to three years (time 1), four years (time 2), and eight years 
(time 3), found that mother’s food preferences were significantly correlated with 
children’s food preferences at age eight (time 3), including foods children liked, disliked 
and never tasted.11 Authors also noted that children were often not introduced foods that 
were disliked by their mothers. The strongest predictor of foods liked at age eight was 
food preferences at age four. Vegetables in particular ranked lowest among food 
preferences in children.11   
In a study conducted by Yeh et al., researchers examined barriers and facilitators 
to fruit and vegetable consumption among African American, Hispanic and Caucasian 
populations in North Carolina and Connecticut.76 Researchers conducted 12 focus groups 
and analyzed text data for emerging themes within and across groups and states. Across 
all groups, regardless of ethnicity, the high cost of fruits and vegetables was the most 
common concern (individual factor). Specific to ethnic groups, lack of access to fruits 
and vegetables was a barrier described primarily by the African American group. Lack of 
accessibility to traditional produce items was a barrier among Hispanic immigrants 
(physical environment factors). Fear of pesticide contamination was an impediment 
mentioned among Caucasian participants (macro-level environmental factor).76   
Strategies to Increase Fruit and Vegetable Consumption  
School Meal Programs   
Schools have been identified as a key venue for promoting fruit and vegetable 
consumption among children since over 95% of school-age children (five to 17 year olds) 
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attend public or private schools in the US,17 where they can consume up to two meals and 
a snack during the school day.18 There are a variety of programs that schools offer to 
promote healthy eating among children.   
 National School Lunch Program (NSLP). The NSLP is a federally assisted meal 
program that provides low or no-cost lunches to public and nonprofit private school as 
well as residential child care institutions.77 As a result of a deepened concern for hunger 
and malnutrition due to the Great Depression, by the 1930s, many states and 
municipalities adopted appropriations to enable schools to serve lunch to their students. 
The depression also brought a surplus of crops, which led to commodity programs in 
which municipalities could purchase large quantities of unsold food from farmers to serve 
in local schools. In an effort to save school lunch programs from closing their doors due 
to the devastating impact World War II had on draining the food supply, the NSLP was 
signed into law by President Harry Truman in 1946.78 In 2016, approximately 30.4 
million children across the US participated in the NSLP.79 Today, children can qualify for 
free or reduced-priced meals based on family size and household income. The household 
income eligibility cut off for children to receive free meals is at or below 130 percent of 
the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) and the household income eligibility cut off for children 
to receive reduced-price meals is between 130 and 185 percent of the FPL. The program 
works by reimbursing schools for meals served based on the number of free, reduced-
price or paid meals.77   
 School Breakfast Program (SBP). A companion to the NSLP, the SBP offers low 
or no-cost breakfast meals to public and non-profit private school as well as residential 
child care institutions. After succeeding as a pilot program in 1966, the program became 
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a permeant entitlement program through Congress in 1975. The program served 14.6 
million children in 2016.80  
 The Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP). One of the newest programs 
established nationally in 2008 is the USDA's Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program (FFVP). 
The program aims to create healthier school environments by expanding the variety of 
fruits and vegetables children experience, thus impacting present and future health 
outcomes.23 The program provides fresh fruits and vegetables as snacks at least twice a 
week to children during the school day, outside of school meal programs (i.e. the NSLP 
and SBI).24 The FFVP specifically targets elementary schools with the highest proportion 
of students receiving free and reduced-price meals. Congress first authorized the FFVP 
pilot program in 2002, which provided funds to purchase fresh fruits and vegetables in 
four states (Michigan, Ohio, Iowa, and Indiana), as well as an Indian Tribal Organization 
in New Mexico. The success of the pilot led to Congress enacting the FFVP as a national 
program in 2004, expanding the program to four additional states for the 2004-2005 
school year.23 The FFVP was permanently expanded nation-wide as part of the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (Farm Bill).81 
For the 2016-2017 school year, 184.5 million dollars was allocated for the 
program nationally, which provided fresh produce to approximately four million low-
income children across 7,600 schools.25 The FFVP is administered at the federal level by 
the USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service, and at the state level through state education 
agencies. The ADE is tasked with administering the program in Arizona. Each year, 
elementary schools can apply for FFVP funding if they participate in the NSLP and have 
a large percentage of students certified for free and reduced-price meals.23,24 For the 
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2016-2017 school year, 104 Arizona schools were accepted the participate in the 
program, all having 90% or more of enrolled students eligible for free and reduced-price 
meals.26  
SNAP-Ed. The USDA’s SNAP-Ed program aims to improve the likelihood that 
persons eligible for SNAP will make healthy food choices within a limited budget and 
choose physically active lifestyles that are consistent with the current 2015-2020 Dietary 
Guidelines.38 SNAP-Ed is offered in community and school settings to reach participants 
from SNAP-eligible households. SNAP-Ed is a potential resource for schools 
participating in the NSLP, SBP, FFVP, and other school meal programs, providing 
nutrition education, staff training, and promotional materials. Approximately 1 million 
Arizonans received SNAP benefits each month for fiscal year 2015 and less than 1% of 
the SNAP budget is allocated for nutrition education efforts.39,82 Traditionally, states 
adopted one-on-one or group education approached to encourage behavior change. In a 
report outlining SNAP-Ed policy considerations to decrease the burden of obesity, Ohri-
Vachaspati et al., suggest that such approaches are likely to have a limited impact, given 
that over 44 million Americans receive SNAP-benefits each month and SNAP-Ed 
programs are pressured to operate more efficiently in the current constrained fiscal 
environment.83,84 Additionally, behavior change is more likely to occur in environments 
that support healthy choices and individuals are educated and motivated to make such 
choices.68 Thus, in an effort to improve program reach and effectiveness, SNAP-Ed 
implementing agencies are now encouraged to incorporate multilevel interventions and 
community and public health approaches including policy, systems, and environmental 
change efforts to encourage healthy food selection among SNAP participants.38 
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Farm to School.  Established in 2010 with the passage of the Healthy Hunger-
Free Kids Act of 2010, Farm to School aims to assist eligible schools to implement 
programs that improve access to local foods. The program provides technical assistance 
and grant opportunities to eligible schools, local and state agencies, tribal organizations, 
agricultural producers, and non-profits to implement farm to school programs. The 
primary focus of the program is to incorporate local foods into the NSLP and SBP. In 
school year 2013-2014, over 42,000 school districts in the US had farm to school 
programs and approximately 598 million dollars was spent on local foods. The program 
recently started to explore connections with SNAP-Ed, including opportunities to align 
promotion and technical assistance efforts.85   
School Meal Nutrition Standards 
Since establishing the NSLP nationally in 1946, the USDA has set minimum 
nutrition standards that school meals must meet in order to be reimbursed with Federal 
dollars. These standards were originally designed to meet approximately one-third of 
children’s daily food requirements.86 The guidelines used for the NSLP, and later the 
SBP, are designed to reflect the latest nutrition research on adequate nutrient intake. The 
NSLP and the SBP guidelines were updated for the first time in 1994 to align with new 
DGA recommendations. This update included new calorie requirements based on one-
third of the Recommended Daily Allowance (RDA), reductions and sodium and 
cholesterol levels, changes to key nutrient requirements including protein, Vitamin C and 
Vitamin A, and guidelines for a reimbursable meal, which stated that a meal must include 
fluid milk, an entrée and at least one other meal component to meet reimbursement 
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requirements. Minor changes to the NSLP and SBP were made between 2000 and 2004, 
mainly updating definitions for food items, such as vegetables.86  
Funding for Federal meal programs was most recently appropriated through 
Congress with the passage of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 (HHFKA).87 
This Act not only appropriated funding, but it also updated the nutrition standards of 
school meals based on recommendations from the DGAs and the National Research 
Council of the National Academies of Science.87 The USDA’s final rule required schools 
to increase the availability of fruits, vegetables, whole grains and fat-free and low-fat 
milk in school meal programs, including the NSLP and SBP.88 This rule required schools 
to serve at least one cup of fruit per day with breakfast in grades K-12, and at least a half 
cup of fruit and at least three quarters of a cup of vegetables with lunch in grades K-8, 
and a cup of each for grades 9-12. The rule also set weekly requirements for vegetable 
sub-group categories, including dark green vegetables, red/orange vegetables, 
legumes/beans/peas, starchy vegetables, and other vegetables.88  Additionally, in order to 
help establish a school environment that promotes the health and well-being of students, 
the HHFKA require schools participating in the NSLP or SBP to develop a written school 
wellness policy. Wellness policies must include specific goals for nutrition education and 
physical activity, standards for foods and beverages sold in schools, a wellness policy 
leadership team, and engagement with the school community including parents.89   
School-based Fruit and Vegetable Interventions  
Intervention studies suggest that school-based initiatives are successful in 
changing dietary behaviors among students.19-21 In a review article evaluating 
environmental strategies to increase fruit and vegetable consumption in school-based 
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settings, French et al., assessed environmental interventions and multicomponent 
interventions, which interventions that targeted individual-level behavior changes and 
environmental changes to promote fruit and vegetable consumption.19 Interventions with 
multiple components included educational or behavioral classroom curricula, food 
service modifications, parent education activities, and community-wide interventions. For 
example, Baranowski et al., implemented a two year intervention called Gimme5, which 
included classroom curriculum, newsletter to parents, educational videos, and POP 
education in grocery stores near schools.90 After assessing 7-day food records among 4th 
and 5th graders, results indicated while there was a significant difference between 
intervention and control schools, this was not due to an increase in fruit and vegetable 
consumption among intervention students but rather a decrease in consumption among 
control students. Perry et al., in a similar eight-week multicomponent intervention 
targeting fourth and fifth graders, found through 24-hour recalls that total fruit and 
vegetable intake increased by 0.64 servings per day.91 French et al., conclude that 
multicomponent school interventions have been successful in increasing fruit intake by 
0.2-0.6 servings per day. Such interventions have not been as successful with vegetables, 
increasing intake to at most 0.3 servings per day.19 In terms of environmental 
interventions, activities included increased availability of fruits and vegetables in 
cafeterias, staff trainings to encourage fruit and vegetable consumption, decreasing the 
price of fruits and vegetables at school, taste tests, and promotional signage. French et al., 
found that decreasing the price of fruits and vegetables at lunch was associated with a 
200% increase in sales of baby carrots and a 400% increase in daily fruit sales.92   
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In a similar systematic review of the worldwide evidence of fruit and vegetable 
interventions among primary school-aged children (five to 12 year olds) and secondary 
school-aged children (13-18 year olds), Knai et al.,22 found that the majority of studies 
indicated that school-based interventions had a significant effect on increasing fruit and 
vegetable consumption by between 0.3 and 0.99 servings per day. The intervention 
components that the authors highlighted as being particularly important include a 
duration of at least 12 months; increased FV exposure throughout the entire school 
community; including teacher trainings and integration in the curriculum; including 
leadership and encouragement by the school food staff and peers; and involving parents 
both at school and at home. 
There is mixed evidence regarding the extent to which new school lunch 
standards, such as increased fruit and vegetable servings, has impacted fruit and 
vegetable consumption in schools.93 Schwartz et al.,94 assessed fruit and vegetable 
consumption and waste in twelve K-8 schools before and after the updated school meal 
standards were implemented. Vegetable consumption changed significantly from 45% in 
2012 to 64% in 2014. While fruit consumption did not change, it remained high, from 
72% in 2012 to 61% in 2013 and to 74% in 2014. Similar results were found by Cohen et 
al.,95 who found that fruit consumption increased by 23% and vegetable consumption 
increased by 16% after the implementation of the new meal standards. Cullen et al., 
compared consumption patterns in students attending schools that had implemented the 
new meal standards to students attending schools that had not yet implemented the new 
standards.96 The menu was the same at all schools; however, intervention students were 
given the option to choose an extra serving of fruits and vegetables. While intervention 
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students selected significantly more fruits and vegetables than control students, 
consumption patterns did not differ significantly among the two groups.96   
Home-based Fruit and Vegetable Interventions  
 The home food environment has been shown to be a strong predictor of fruit and 
vegetable consumption in children.97 For example, children who eat family meals most 
days per week are more likely to meet the recommendations for fruits and vegetables,98,99 
and children’s fruit and vegetable intake has been show to reflect the intake of their 
parents.100 Thus, the home environment is often a target for interventions aimed to 
increase fruit and vegetable consumption among children.  
 In a study conducted by Haire-Joshu et al., researchers tested the effectiveness of 
The High 5 for Preschool Kids (H5-Kids) program, a home intervention that seeks to 
increase fruit and vegetable consumption in children by increasing parent’s knowledge of 
fruits and vegetables, training parents on effective role modeling and child-feeding 
behaviors, and improving the home environment to encourage fruit and vegetable 
consumption.101 A randomized nested cohort design was used to determine differences in 
fruit and vegetable consumption between 2001 to 2006. Parents participating in the 
Parents as Teachers (PAT) program, a nation-wide program parenting development 
program, were recruited through group randomization; 16 PAT programs in Missouri 
were assigned to either treatment (PAT plus H5-Kids) or control (PAT only) groups. The 
program was only offered to families with children between the ages of two and five. 
Researchers used the SLU4Kids FFQ to assess dietary intake of 27 fruits and vegetables 
over a seven-day period. Results indicated that compared to children in the control group, 
children in the H5-Kids program had a significant increase in fruits and vegetables to 
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0.20 servings per day. The availability of fruits and vegetables in the home also increased 
in homes participating in the H5-Kids program.101  
 In a randomized control trial by Wardle et al., researchers sought to determine the 
effectiveness of an exposure-based intervention to improve children’s liking for a 
previously disliked vegetable.102 Parents (n=156) of children ages two to six were 
randomly assigned to the exposure intervention, an information control group, or a no 
treatment control group. Exposure activities included introducing a targeted food to 
children every day for 14 days. The information control group received educational 
materials on eating five servings of fruits and vegetables per day. Results indicated that 
only the exposure group had significant improvements in liking and consumption of the 
targeted produce item. These studies suggest that home-based strategies can be effective 
in increasing fruit and vegetable consumption in children.  
Retail-based Fruit and Vegetable Interventions 
Grocery stores have also been identified as strategic venues for fruit and vegetable 
interventions as these are the environments in which individuals make food purchasing 
decisions.40 Interventions in these settings can involve a number of strategies including 
increased availability, increased access, price reductions and coupons, POP information, 
and promoting and communicating products with customers, as well as a combination of 
these strategies.40  
Studies evaluating the effect in-store promotions have on customer purchases 
show mixed results.41,43,74,103 In a study conducted by Payne et al., researchers tested the 
efficacy of promoting fruit and vegetable purchases in grocery stores using floor stickers 
and mats.42 For the pilot study, two grocery stores from one store chain were recruited; 
  37 
one store served as the intervention store and the other served as the control store. In the 
intervention store, larger green arrows were placed on the floor in highly visible areas, 
directing customers to the produce section of the store. Slogans such as, “Follow green 
arrow for health,” along with emoticons and graphics of fruits and vegetables were 
printed on the arrows. The arrows were placed in the intervention store for a two-week 
period. After the intervention, purchase data was used to calculate and compare the 
proportion of produce spending to total food purchases (per day per customer) between 
the two stores. Results indicated that the proportion of produce spending to total food 
spending increased significantly across baseline and treatment conditions in the 
intervention store. In order to confirm findings from the pilot test, two additional stores 
were recruited to receive the intervention. The intervention was carried out for 19 days in 
one store and 25 days the other store. The proportion of produce spending to total food 
spending increased between baseline and the end of the intervention period. In both 
cases, food spending remained steady across baseline and treatment periods. Researchers 
concluded that efforts by retailers to move shoppers to healthier sections of grocery stores 
could improve the purchases of healthy foods, without increasing total food budgets.42 
In a similar study conducted by Payne et al., researchers designed a randomized 
control trial in which intervention grocery stores received promotional signage on 
grocery shopping carts in two grocery stores in El Paso, Texas.104 Signage included social 
norm messages, such as, "In this store, most people choose at lease X produce items,” 
where X detonated the average number of produce items purchased in the store, as well 
as a list of the top ten produce items purchased at each intervention store. Results 
indicated that after the 14-day intervention period, there were significant increases in 
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produce spending per person per day at the intervention store compared to the matched 
control store. Based on the findings from the pilot study, researchers expanded the 
intervention to grocery stores in New Mexico and found similar results. The placecard 
intervention was successful in increasing produce spending at two additional stores (by 
12.4% and 7.5%), without increasing total shopper spending; meaning shoppers shifted 
their purchasing behaviors to include more produce items without increasing their total 
budget.104  
In a randomized control trial in four supermarkets in the Netherlands, participants 
were randomly assigned into one of four groups:  price discount on fruits and vegetables, 
nutrition education, price discount and nutrition education, and no intervention.105 
Participants in the price discount group were given coupons for 50% off of a weekly 
selection of fruits and vegetables. The intervention lasted for a period of 6 months. Study 
outcomes included household fruit and vegetable purchases, household expenditures on 
fruits and vegetables, and fruit and vegetable consumption using a FFQ. Researchers 
found that participants in the discounted groups purchased more fruits and vegetables 
than participants in the control group, by almost four kilograms per two weeks for the 
price discount only group and by about 5.6 kilograms per two weeks for the price 
discount and nutrition education group. Additionally, the percentage of participants 
meeting the daily recommended amount of fruits and vegetables (greater than or equal to 
400 grams per day) increased significantly from 43% at baseline to 61% at the six-month 
mark for the discount groups; consumption did not increase significantly in the education 
only group. These findings suggest that price discounts are an effective strategy for 
increasing fruit and vegetable purchases in grocery stores.   
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Labeling healthy items in grocery stores, such as produce items or heart healthy 
items, has also been used as a strategy to increase the purchase and consumption of 
healthy items. However, evidence suggests that impact of labeling is limited. Lang et al., 
evaluated the awareness and use of a supermarket shelf labeling program targeting food 
choices that promoted heart health in 18 supermarkets in Detroit.106 Dietitians researched 
over 10,000 food products and created 3,763 shelf labels. An analysis of exit surveys 
with 361 customers found that only 29% of customers noticed shelf labels, and of those 
who noticed, 56% reported using the labels. This study did not measure purchase or 
consumption behaviors related to the shelf labeling program.  
In a systematic review of supermarket and grocery store-based interventions, 
researchers evaluated 58 articles and 33 interventions in an effort to synthesize the 
evidence on effective interventions for promoting healthy food choices.43 Interventions 
were broadly groped into one of four categories: POP interventions (including food 
demonstrations, signs, labels, and printed materials); pricing interventions (including 
coupons and store discounts); interventions to increase the availability of healthy food 
choices; and advertising interventions, including using games, newspaper inserts, and 
supermarket tours. Studies assessed a variety of outcomes, including awareness, sales 
data, customer knowledge and beliefs, preferences, and process measures. Seven studies 
included intervention that used POP and advertising components. Of these, five studies 
showed increased sales of promoted items as a result of the intervention, while one study 
did not. Only eight interventions collected store sales data, and 13 studies used self-report 
purchase data from store customers. There was insufficient evidence that interventions 
that utilized POP alone were effective. Five studies were designed to evaluate POP 
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interventions, and only two studies showed that interventions influenced purchases of 
targeted food items. Interventions that scored the highest in terms of effectiveness, 
included multiple components, specifically POP, pricing, and advertising strategies; 
however, only two studies evaluated such multicomponent interventions.43 
Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) 
Background and Need for PPPs  
PPPs combine the resources of government entities, such as programs or agencies, 
with the resources of private entities, such as businesses or not-for-profit agencies, to 
achieve societal goals.44 By leveraging individual resources, such partnerships provide a 
mechanism for addressing complex problems.45 The development of PPPs has been 
suggested to combat a number of public health concerns, including obesity and chronic 
diseases, as governments face increasing pressure to prevent morbidity and mortality in 
fiscally constraining climates and the private sector lacks the means to provide public 
services on its own.45,46 Due to limited public funding, PPPs are vital for food and 
nutrition research. While PPPs continue to grow in popularity, there remains gaps in the 
empirical evidence on the effectiveness of such partnerships.107 In an effort to fill a gap in 
the peer-reviewed literature on PPPs devoted to nutrition and food research, in 2015, 
experts from academic, government, non-government organizations and the food industry 
sectors published 12 principles for building partnerships to benefit food safety, nutrition 
and research.108 These principles included:  
1) Have a clearly defined and achievable goal to benefit the public. 
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2) Articulate a governance structure including a clear statement of work, rules, 
and partners roles, responsibilities, and accountability, to build in trust, 
transparency, and mutual respect as core operating principles. 
3) Ensure that objectives will meet stakeholder partners’ public and private 
needs, with a clearly defined baseline to monitor progress and measure 
success. 
4) Ensure that all members possess appropriate levels of bargaining power. 
5) Minimize conflict of interest by recruiting a sufficient number of partners to 
mitigate influence by any single member and to broaden private-sector 
perspectives and expertise.  
6) Engage partners who agree on specific and fundable research questions to be 
addressed by the partnership. 
7) Enlist partners who are committed to the long term as well as to the sharing of 
funding and research data. 
8) Include academic and other members of civil society as partners. 
9) Select objective measures capable of providing common ground for both 
public and private-sector research goals. 
10)  Adopt research questions and methodologies established by partner with 
transparency on all competitive interests. 
11)  Be flexible in implementing the PPP process.  
12)  Ensure ongoing transparent communications both among partners and 
between the PPP and the public.   
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Examples of PPPs   
One of the most well-known PPP initiative in food and nutrition was led by the 
Healthy Weight Commitment Foundation (WHCF) in 2007. Members of the WHCF 
included 16 of the nation’s leading food and beverage manufacturers. Together members 
of the HWCF voluntarily pledged to collectively sell 1 trillion fewer calories in the US 
marketplace by 2012 and 1.5 trillion fewer calories by 2015.47 A study investigating 
pledge compliance found that the 16 HWCF companies collectively sold 6.4 trillion 
fewer calories in 2012 than they did at baseline in 2007, which was a 10.6% reduction in 
the number of calories. However, a companion study assessing whether the HWCF 
marketplace pledge was associated with reductions in calorie purchases by households 
with children found that post-pledge reductions in calories purchased from HWCF brands 
were less than expected and purchases from non-HWCF name brands and private label 
brands were greater than expected after accounting for secular, economic and 
sociodemographic factors.109   
Other partnerships include the Better Business Bureaus (BBB) partnering with 18 
of the nation’s leading food and beverage companies and quick-service restaurants on the 
Children’s Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative (CFBAI), which is a voluntary self-
regulation program designed to shift the food advertised to children to healthier choices, 
and Fuel up to Play 60, a physical activity program launched by the National Dairy 
Council and National Football League, in collaboration with the USDA. In a trend 
analysis of total food-related advertising exposure among children before and after 
CFBAI implementation, Powell et al., found that food-related TV advertisements 
decreased by 17.8% among children between the ages of two and five, and by 6.9% for 
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children ages six to 11.110 While exposure to products high in saturated fat, sugar and 
sodium decreased over this time period, fast-food advertisements increased by 21.1% 
among two to five year olds, and 30.8% among six to eleven year olds. Additionally, 
while advertisements for less healthy food options decreased from 2003 to 2009, 86% of 
advertisements seen by children were for food products that were high in saturated fat, 
sodium and sugar.110 Ohri-Vachaspati et al.,111 assessed child-directed marketing in 
restaurants using data from the Bridging the Gap Community Obesity Measure Project 
between 2010 and 2012. Results indicated that child-directed marketing in restaurants 
declined significantly from 2010 to 2011, and then increased significantly from 2011 to 
2012, and the prevalence of displaying kid’s meal toys did not change significantly over 
this time period. Authors highlight the disparities in CFBAI pledges among restaurant 
chains, and note that while some chains have expanded their pledges overtime, others 
have weakened their pledges.111 
Two PPPs have formed specifically to promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
in the United States. In 1991, a PPP emerged between the National Cancer Institute 
(NCI), the Produce for Better Health Foundation, the USDA, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) and the American Cancer Society, to create the “5 A Day 
for Better Health Program,” a nationwide nutrition education campaign designed to 
increase consumption of fruits and vegetables to an average five or more servings per 
day.48,49 In 2007, the program rebranded to, “Fruits & veggies more matters®,” a health 
initiative focused on helping Americans increase fruit and vegetable consumption for 
better health.49 Erinosho et al., assessed awareness of the Fruits and Veggies – More 
Matters campaign and knowledge regarding national fruit and vegetable 
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recommendations among adults. Using cross-sectional data from NCI's 2007 Food, 
Attitudes and Behaviors survey (n=3,012), results indicated that only 2% of study 
participants were aware of the campaign (although 29% reported awareness of the former 
5-A-Day campaign). Further, only 6% of adults correctly identified the recommendation 
of seven to 13 daily fruit and vegetable servings, while 30% of participants identified the 
previous recommendation of five servings per day.112   
In 2010, in support of First Lady Michelle Obama’s Let’s Move! Initiative, a PPP 
called, “Let’s Move Salad Bars to Schools (LMSB2S),” was created between the Chef 
Ann Foundation, the National Fruit and Vegetable Alliance, the United Fresh Produce 
Association Foundation and Whole Foods Market. The goal of the LMSB2S was to place 
salad bars in every school in the United States.50 As of September 2017, over 5,083 
schools have been granted salad bars.50 While the impact of the LMSB2S PPP on fruit 
and vegetable consumption has yet to be determined, the success of any PPPs can largely 
be tied to the success of the initiative. For example, while the LMSB2S PPP has been 
successful in implementing over 5,000 school salad bars nation-wide, the evidence 
regarding the effectiveness of salad bars in increasing fruit and vegetable consumption is 
mixed. A study conducted by Moreno-Black et al., sought to determine the types of food 
items elementary school children selected from the school salad bar in seven elementary 
schools in Oregon.113 Results showed that the majority of students did not visit the salad 
bar at all, and the students that did took very few items.113 Similarly, Adams et al., found 
that only around 20% of students consume fruits and vegetables from the salad bar when 
they are placed outside of the serving line.114 In a commentary piece in the Journal of the 
Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, Adams et al., suggest that national initiatives to 
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incorporate salad bars in schools in order to improve fruit and vegetable consumption, 
including recommendations by the USDA and PPPs such as LMSB2S, are based on 
limited peer-review evidence that such efforts are effective in improving consumption in 
children.115   
Previous Research on the FFVP  
Unlike the food programs previously mentioned, the FFVP is unique in that it 
specifically targets schools and low-income areas and it is the first program to target a 
specific type of food – fruits and vegetables. As described by Olsho et al.,32 the FFVP is 
hypothesized to increase fruit and vegetable consumption through direct and indirect 
pathways. Consuming free FFVP snacks at schools is a direct way the FFVP could 
increase fruit and vegetable consumption. Indirectly, the FFVP could improve familiarity 
of and preference for fruits and vegetables, which could then lead to increased 
consumption outside of the FFVP. Indirect pathways could be evidenced by increased 
consumption of fruits and vegetables at school during other school meal programs, such 
as the NSLP and SBP, or at home.  
FFVP and the School Food Environment  
Studies evaluating the effectiveness of the FFVP (or similar programs) typically 
assess outcome variables such as awareness or exposure to fruits and vegetables, 
preference for fruits and vegetables, consumption of fruits and vegetables, and self-
efficacy and willingness to try fruits and vegetables. A number of studies have found 
positive associations between FFVP participation and increased preference for,16,27-30 and 
consumption of,16,27-30,33 fruits and vegetables among school-age children. 
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The decision to rollout the FFVP nationwide was largely due to a Report to 
Congress in 2003,28 which summarized the result of the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Pilot 
Program. The pilot program was rolled out in 100 schools in four states (Indiana, Iowa, 
Michigan, and Ohio) and 7 schools in the Zuni Indian Tribal Organization in New 
Mexico. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to address the feasibility of 
continuing the program. Quantitative data consisted primarily of administrative records 
detailing fruit and vegetable purchases and monthly program reports. Qualitative data 
were collected through observational site visits to selected schools, focus group 
discussions with students, and structured interviews with key FFVP personnel, which 
included FFVP program managers, teachers, principals, and school food service directors. 
While this evaluation was not designed to determine the effects of the program on overall 
or long-term diet quality or individual consumption behaviors of students, qualitative 
reports indicated that students were eating more fruits and vegetables served at lunch, 
brought less unhealthy snacks from home, and had improved attention in class. In focus 
groups with high school and middle-school students, students described positive changes 
in eating habits and a greater willingness to try more fruits and vegetables than before 
they participated in the FFVP.   
An evaluation of the FFVP was mandated by the 2008 Farm Bill, or the 
authorizing legislation of the FFVP.81 The evaluation, published in 2013, sought to 
determine the impact of the FFVP as well as implementation practices using regression 
discontinuity, examining outcomes in schools immediately above and below the funding 
cutoffs in a sample of US states. The two primary impact outcomes included fruit and 
vegetable consumption and total energy intake. Researchers evaluated 4,696 students 
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from 214 schools, including 115 FFVP schools (2,471 students) and 99 non-FFVP 
schools (2,225 students). Students completed 24-hour recalls and self-administered 
surveys about attitudes and preferences for fruits and vegetables. Surveys were also sent 
to nutrition directors, school principals, and teachers to assess aspects of FFVP 
operations. Results showed that students from FFVP schools consumed 0.32 more cups 
of fruits and vegetables during the school day compared to students from non-FFVP 
schools. Total energy intake did not differ significantly between students from FFVP 
schools and students from non-FFVP schools, an indication that the FFVP does not 
increase calorie intake leading to weight gain. Students participating in the FFVP were 
more likely to agree that they like most fruits and like to try new fruits and vegetables 
compared to non-participating students.   
These results were also included in a companion paper by Olsho et al., in 2015.32  
Students from schools just above (control sites) and just below (intervention sites) the 
FFVP funding cutoff 16 randomly-selected stated participated in the study, for a total of 
213 elementary schools (99 FFVP schools and 115 non-FFVP schools) and 4,696 
students. Fourth and fifth grade students from completed 24-hour recall interviews on the 
days that the FFVP was offered in school. Results indicated that fruit and vegetable 
intake was higher among FFVP-participating students, compared to non-FFVP 
participating students by approximately one-third cup per day, or a 15% increase in 
consumption. Adjusted mean consumption of fruits and vegetables outside of school was 
0.06 cups per day, indicating that the impact of the program may extend beyond school 
settings. No increases in total energy intake were found. Study limitations included 
measurement errors related to the use of dietary recall to measure consumption, assessing 
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schools that were in the first year of FFVP implementation, which may have limited the 
impact of the program, and using non-random assignment for intervention and control 
sites.   
Coyle and colleagues evaluated pretest/posttest survey data from 725 fifth, eighth, 
and tenth grade students from five schools in Mississippi participating in the Mississippi 
FFVP during the 2004-2005 school year.30  Results varied among grade levels and 
outcomes. Significant increases in attitudes towards fruits and vegetables, self-efficacy 
and willingness to eat fruits were found among eighth graders, while significant 
decreases in willingness to try new fruits and vegetables and self-efficacy to eat more 
vegetables were found among fifth graders. Preferences for fruits increased among eighth 
and tenth graders and decreased among fifth graders. The overall variety of fruits and 
vegetables children experienced increased across all grade levels. Dietary recalls were 
conducted with a subset of eighth and tenth grade students. Consumption of fruit during 
the school day and overall significantly increased by 0.34 servings during the school day 
and 0.61 servings overall. Consumption vegetables decreased significantly during school 
but not overall; however, these results were no longer significant after removing potatoes 
from the analysis, indicating that the program did not have a negative impact on 
vegetable consumption for vegetables associated with the program. Fresh fruit 
consumption at school increased significantly by 0.15 servings per day but not overall 
and fresh vegetable consumption remained unchanged. In terms of the potential impact 
on other school food programs, results indicated that consumption of fruit during 
breakfast increased significantly among tenth graders, decreased significantly among fifth 
graders and remained unchanged for eighth graders. Consumption of fruit at lunch 
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increased among eighth graders and remained unchanged among fifth and tenth graders.  
Vegetable consumption increased significantly at lunch and at a breakfast among tenth 
graders and was unchanged among fifth and eighth graders. Results from this study 
suggest further strategies are needed to encourage vegetable preferences and consumption 
behaviors. Providing low-fat dips with vegetables, incorporating cooked varieties into the 
program, and increasing the exposure frequencies, particularly among younger students, 
were recommended by the authors. The major limitation of this study was a lack of a 
comparison group.30   
In a 2009 study, Cullen et al., assessed whether the FFVP improved students’ 
exposure to and preferences for fruits and vegetables using a quasi-experimental 
design.116 As post-test only survey was distributed to students in two high-schools in 
Huston. One high school participated in the FFVP (2,080 students) and one high school 
served as the control site as it did not participate in the FFVP (1,610 students). Students 
in the FFVP-participating high school received daily fruit and vegetable snacks over three 
semesters. Students in the comparison school had a greater prior exposure to fruits and 
vegetables by an average of two fruits and one vegetable compared to students in the 
FFVP-participating school. While preferences for fruit did not differ between the two 
groups, students from the comparison school had higher preferences for vegetables than 
students in the FFVP-participating school. Students from the FFVP-participating school 
who had tasted an FFVP item prior to the program had higher preference scores 
compared to students who were tasting an item for the first time. These results support 
the mere exposure effect. This study had several key limitations. First, the design used a 
post-only test, which does not capture changes in the intervention school from baseline.  
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Second, schools were not closely matched on demographic characteristics, which could 
likely lead to differences in fruit and vegetable preferences and exposures at baseline.  
Lastly, students in the FFVP school received a limited variety for fresh vegetables due to 
labor restrictions.116  
In a companion paper to the Cullen et al study, Davis et al., assessed the impact of 
the FFVP on students’ fruit and vegetable, using the same population and design as 
previously described.33,116 In addition to completing surveys evaluating fruit and 
vegetable exposure and preferences, students from the FFVP-participating high school 
and the control high school answered questions from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 
recalling their fruit and vegetable consumption behaviors over the last week. A total of 
1,515 intervention students and 1,377 comparison students were included in the final 
analysis. Results showed that FFVP-participating students were more likely to report 
eating fruit and drinking 100% juice at least twice per day and they were more likely to 
report consuming fruits and vegetables five or more times per day. While there were no 
differences in vegetable intake between the two groups, FFVP-participating students 
were more likely to eat fruit at least once per day.33  
Jamelske et al., evaluated the effect of the FFVP on attitudes and behaviors 
related to fruit and vegetable consumption in fourth, seventh and ninth grade students in 
Wisconsin.16 Using a pre-post quasi-experimental design, ten schools (784 students) 
participating in the FFVP were matched with 10 control schools (343 students) based on 
school size, location, and demographic characteristics. Students from the FFVP schools 
received daily fresh fruit and vegetable snacks and students from both groups completed 
24 hour recalls over three consecutive days and survey questions regarding their 
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willingness to try new fruits and vegetables over less healthy alternatives. Results 
indicated that students in the intervention group were more likely to report an increased 
willingness to eat fruits or vegetables and to try new fruits and vegetables at school 
compared to students at control schools. Fourth graders attending FFVP schools were 
more likely to choose a vegetable as a snack instead of unhealthy options, which was not 
observed in the full sample. Fourth grade students participating in the FFVP that were 
considered ‘low fruit and vegetable consumers’ were more likely to have increased their 
average daily fruit and vegetable intake. Study limitations include non-random 
assignment to treatment groups and using only self-report measures to assess program 
effect.  
Jamelske et al., conducted a second study to evaluate the impact of the FFVP on 
fruit and vegetable consumption in 2012.31 Fourth and fifth graders at four schools in one 
school district in Wisconsin were surveyed before and after the implementation of the 
FFVP.  Two schools participated in the FFVP for six months, serving as intervention 
sites, and two schools did not participate in the program, serving as control sites. Surveys 
included questions regarding fruit and vegetable intake over three days, which were 
designed to capture intake on two days the FFVP was offered and one day when the 
FFVP was not offered. Post-tests were completed at two (T1) and six months (T2).  
Results indicated that there were significantly higher intakes of fruit between baseline 
and T1 for both FFVP-schools; one FFVP school showed an additional increase between 
T1 and T2.  These differences were related to the FFVP.  Similar results were found for 
vegetables, with higher intakes for FFVP schools between pretest and T1 and T1 and T2 
for both FFVP-schools. There were no changes in consumption in intervention schools.  
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Finally, students in FFVP-participating schools did not bring fruits and vegetables from 
home on days when the FFVP was not offered.  Limitations included a small sample of 
schools (n=4) and only in one school district. Control schools also had a higher 
percentage of white students, which are more likely to consume fruits and vegetables.  
Finally, the study relied on self-report measures for fruit and vegetable consumption.  
Observational methods could be used as a more objective measure of intake.31   
In 2006, the Ontario (Canada) Ministry of Health Promotion launched the Norther 
Fruit and Vegetable Pilot Programme (NFVPP), which is Canada’s equivalent to the 
FFVP.27  Using a cluster-randomized control design, He et al., assessed the effect of the 
NFVPP on psychosocial variables, including awareness, knowledge, preferences, 
willingness and self-efficacy to increase fruit and vegetable consumption as well as fruit 
and vegetable consumption patterns.27 Participating schools (pre-K to 8th grade) were 
randomly allocated into one of three intervention arms:  Free Fruit and Vegetable Snacks 
(FFVS) plus Enhanced Nutrition Education (ENE) (9 schools), FFVS only (9 schools), 
and a control group (8 schools). Awareness, knowledge and preferences for fruits and 
vegetables was measured using the Pro-Children Questionnaire. Fruit and vegetable 
intake was measured using a 24-hour dietary recall that coincided with FFVS distribution 
days. Results indicated that students from the FFVS + ENE reported consuming more 
fruits and vegetables at school that students in the control group by a half cup. Students in 
the FFVS group also consumed more fruits and vegetables at school than the control 
group (0.42 servings/day), however, this was not found to be statistically significant.  
Fruit and vegetable intervention groups also had slightly higher preference scores than 
the control group and preference scores also shifted from ‘never tried’ to ‘like it’ for 
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some fruits and vegetable items. Some preference scores changed for items that were not 
included in the intervention, an indication that the program may have an indirect impact 
on improving preferences for other fruits and vegetables.27  
In a study conducted by Bai et al., researchers sought to evaluate the logistics, 
challenges and facilitators involved in implementing the FFVP by interviewing 37 
stakeholders and administering surveys to teachers and parents.117 Recommendations to 
improve the effectiveness of the program include offering a wider variety of less broadly 
recognized fruits and vegetables, such as papayas, mangos, jicama, blood oranges, and 
star fruit; though the authors note such additions may cost more than traditional items and 
recommend smaller portion sizes to decrease the financial burden of serving more exotic 
fruit. Recommendations for parents included information sessions to increase parents’ 
awareness of the program and to encourage fruit and vegetable consumption at home.117   
The impact of FFVP may extend beyond increasing fruit and vegetable 
consumption at school, to changing the school food environment. A cross-sectional study 
conducted by Ohri-Vachaspati et al.,35 investigated the association between FFVP-
participation and the availability of fresh fruits, salads, and vegetables at lunch.  
Researchers used data from 620 public elementary schools across the nation. Results 
indicated that elementary schools participating in the FFVP had more than twice the odds 
of offering fresh fruit with school lunches compared to non-participating schools.  FFVP-
participating schools were also more likely to participate in Team Nutrition, a USDA 
program that provides technical assistance and training for school nutrition programs, and 
have a registered dietitian on staff.  While FFVP schools were more likely to serve fresh 
produce items at lunch, further research should investigate this relationship and 
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potentially modifying FFVP policies to encourage streamlined procurement practices.  
Under current rules, schools cannot use unused FFVP produce for any other school 
programs; for example, if there are left over bananas served as part of the FFVP, those 
bananas cannot be recycled and used at lunch.23   
A study conducted by Qian et al., examined the potential effect of the FFVP on 
childhood obesity using a panel data set based on BMI screenings of schoolchildren in 
Arkansas.118 Using a matched samples and difference-in-difference analysis, results 
projected that the FFVP can reduce BMI z-scores by as much as 0.168 standard 
deviations, or by 4.2 percentile points.  This can translate to a 15% reduction in overall 
obesity rates for schools participating in the FFVP.118     
FFVP and the Home Environment  
In the 2012 final evaluation report to Congress, which includes findings from the 
companion paper by Olsho et al.,32 results indicated that students from FFVP-schools 
consumed 0.06 more cups of fruits and vegetable outside the school day compared to 
students from non-FFVP schools, indicating that the FFVP can indirectly increase FV 
consumption.29  However, while 0.06 cups per day was found to be statistically 
significant, it may not be clinically significant. Additionally, some parents reported that 
their children were requesting more fruits and vegetables at home.28 During focus groups 
with parents, Coyle et al.,30 found that some parents reported that their children asked 
them to purchase the fruits and vegetables that were served at school. These findings are 
further supported by results from a recent study by Ohri-Vachaspati et al.,34 which found 
that that children from FFVP-participating schools made significantly more requests to 
their parents to purchase fruits and vegetables at the grocery store compared to children 
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from non-FFVP-participating schools. Approximately 300 fourth graders from six 
Arizona elementary schools, three FFVP and three non-FFVP, were asked to select from 
a list food items that they asked their parents to purchase during their most recent food 
shopping trip. After adjusting for covariates, students from FFVP-participating schools, 
on average, reported making 1.23 more requests for vegetable purchases and 0.6 more 
requests for fruit purchases compared to non-FFVP students (p<0.001 and p<0.05, 
respectively).34 Similar results were obtained when parents of students from FFVP and 
non-FFVP participating schools were surveyed.119  
Researchers evaluating school-based FV interventions indicate a need for parent 
involvement in order to impact overall fruit and vegetable consumption, particularly 
consumption outside of school.27,91 Jamelske et al., also suggest targeting the home food 
environment to build upon the success of the FFVP.16  Factors that could limit the reach 
of the FFVP could include the availability and affordability of fruits and vegetables, low 
fruit and vegetable intake among parents, infrequent family meals, and the presence of 
competitive food items.97,98,100  
FFVP and the Retail Food Environment  
To date, there have been no studies to evaluate the impact of the FFVP on the 
retail food environment. Anecdotal observations collected by our research team suggests 
that food retailers located near FFVP schools sometimes sell out of specific fruits and 
vegetables during the times those items are featured as part of the FFVP.36,37 
The USDA encourages schools to partner with a variety of organizations to help 
with the implementation and operation of the FFVP, including the CDC, NCI, Produce 
for Better Health, and the United Fresh Produce Association.  In the USDA’s most recent 
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evaluation of the FFVP, 41 states reported having established partnerships with non-
federal organizations, 28 states partnered with Cooperative Extension Service, 18 states 
partnered with health or agriculture departments, 17 states partnered with higher 
education institutions, and 12 states reported partnership with grocery stores or retailers. 
Partners were most often involved with providing promotional materials or nutrition 
education.  Some school reported partnerships that involved free food or supplies.29   
Again, the impact of such partnerships has not been measured. In Arizona, FFVP partners 
include the ADE and SNAP-Ed implementing agencies such as the Maricopa County 
Department of Public Health (MCDPH).120 
Theoretical Framework   
Health Belief Model  
 The conceptual framework that underpins this research study stems from the 
Health Belief Model (HBM). The HBM, developed by social psychologists in the 1950s, 
is a framework for understanding individuals’ intention to take a given health action. The 
HBM has been used extensively in health behavior research, including developing and 
designing interventions and explaining behavior change processes, and it is the most 
well-known theory in the field of public health.51,52 The primary concepts that predict 
health behaviors, such as controlling chronic disease conditions, include:  susceptibility, 
seriousness, benefits, barriers, cues to action, and self-efficacy.52  The components and 
linkages are depicted in Figure 2. Perceived susceptibility refers to an individual’s 
beliefs about the likelihood of developing a disease or health condition. Perceived 
severity refers to an individual’s feelings regarding the medical and social consequences 
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of contracting an illness. Perceived benefits refer to the positive gains an individual 
believes will accompany taking action to reduce disease threat, for example, the financial 
savings for quitting smoking. Perceived barriers refer to the tangible and intangible costs 
of taking action to reduce disease threat, such as a healthier alternative being more time 
consuming. Cues to action refers to events or instances that trigger actions, such as a high 
blood pressure diagnosis. Finally, self-efficacy refers to an individual’s confidence to 
taking action.51,52  
 
 
Figure 2:  Health Belief Model Components and Linkages (adapted from Champion & 
Skinner, 2015) 
 
The HBM has traditionally been used to explain individual behavior change 
related to a specific health outcomes, such as heart disease. For example, Liou and 
Contendo, used the HBM to explain changes in fat intake to reduce the risk of heart 
disease among Chinese Americans.53 Deshpande et al, used structural equation modeling 
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to investigate the validity of the HBM, and its ability to predict healthy eating behaviors 
among college students.54 For this study, HBM constructs were used to define perception 
components among stakeholder groups, including benefits, barriers, strategies (self-
efficacy), and motivation (cues to action). These concepts were used broadly to guide the 
development of interview protocols for each case group, throughout data analysis, 
including development of the domain list, and finally to structure study findings.   
 
  59 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
Introduction  
This chapter describes the research methodology, including: a) rationale for the 
research approach and case study research; b) interpretative framework, c) detailed 
description of the research design, setting, and participants; d) methods of data collection; 
e) procedures for data analysis; f) ethical considerations; g) issues of trustworthiness; and 
i) limitations of the study. A brief concluding summary is also included at the end of the 
chapter.   
Rationale for Research Approach  
The purpose of this study was to describe key stakeholders’ perceptions about 
creating PPPs between schools and nearby grocery stores to cross-promote fruits and 
vegetables using the FFVP. A number of reasons made a qualitative research approach 
most appropriate. First, qualitative research methodology is rooted in the assumption that 
the richness of data is derived from real-world settings and can only be collected through 
an interactive process between researchers and participants.121,122 Additionally, key 
stakeholders’ perceptions of PPPs, including potential benefits and barriers, needed to be 
uncovered through talking directly with participants from schools and grocery stores, 
where additional probing could be used to find strategies for overcoming barriers and 
developing feasible interventions. A qualitative approach also allowed for design 
flexibility, which was needed to explore new insights and questions during the data 
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collection process.121 For example, a qualitative approach allowed researchers to add 
additional probing questions to build upon themes emerging throughout data analysis. For 
these reasons, a qualitative approach that examines a phenomenon in its natural context 
was considered most suitable.  
Rationale for Case Study Methodology  
 Since the present research question involved specific groups of people (grocery 
store managers and school FFVP staff) within a contemporary setting (schools and 
grocery stores), a case-study approach was the most appropriate approach. Case studies 
allow researchers to understand complex social phenomena through focusing on a “case” 
or “cases” in a real-world context, bounded by place or time.56,121,123 A case can be an 
individual, a small group, an organization, or a partnership, a relationship, a decision 
process, or a specific process.56,123 Additionally, we use case studies to deeply understand 
an issue, problem, or concern, and to develop and qualitatively test propositions or 
hypotheses, and examine “locally-grounded causation.”124 We identified grocery store 
managers, produce managers, district food service directors (FSDs), district FFVP 
directors, school kitchen managers, and teachers as key stakeholders for creating a PPP 
between schools and grocery stores. Seeking their perspectives and using a multiple case 
study approach,56 we organized these stakeholders into the following case groups: retail 
managers, district-level FFVP personnel, and school-level FFVP personnel. 
Interpretive Framework 
While a case study approach can accompany a variety of philosophical 
positions,121 the interpretive framework that underlined this research stemmed from 
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pragmatism. Pragmatism focuses on the outcomes of research, such as the actions, 
situations, and consequences of inquiry, with the goal of finding solutions to problems or 
ideas, and “what works.”121,123,125 Pragmatists believe that scientific research occurs in 
social, historical and political contests, and that truth is what works at the time.123,126 In 
terms of methodological approaches, pragmatism offers flexibility to choose methods and 
procedures that meet the needs of the researcher, and to use multiple methods of data 
collection.121,123 Adding to its utility, this methodological approach can also serve as a 
practical basis for creating PPP strategies that would work for both schools and grocery 
stores. Consequently, we designed and interpreted the study through a pragmatic lens.  
Research Setting 
School selection. Schools and grocery stores in the Phoenix metropolitan area 
served as the study setting for participant recruitment. Locations were selected using a 
two-step process. The first step in the process was to randomly select FFVP-participating 
schools (Appendix A). A list of all FFVP participating schools in Arizona (n=104) was 
obtained from the Arizona Department of Education (ADE).26 We also wanted to explore 
the potential role SNAP-Ed could play as a catalyst to create PPPs between schools and 
grocery stores. Therefore, only schools participating in SNAP-Ed through the Maricopa 
County Department of Public Health (MCDPH) were eligible for study participation. 
Forty-one schools met the criteria of offering the FFVP and participating in SNAP-Ed 
through MCDPH. These schools represented five school districts of varying sizes. Of 
these schools, 3 schools were new to the FFVP, 10 schools had participated in the FFVP 
for only one year, and 28 schools had participated in the FFVP for four or more years. A 
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decision was made to include only schools that had prior multi-year experience working 
with the FFVP so they were familiar with FFVP implementation. Therefore, only the 28 
schools (schools with four or more years of experience) were eligible to be included in 
the sampling frame. Once this sampling frame was determined, schools were randomly 
selected from each district to serve as sites for participant recruitment. District #1 had 12 
schools (approximately 43% of the sampling frame) that met inclusion criteria; therefore, 
four schools were randomly selected to serve as recruitment locations. Due to limited 
availability of FFVP personnel in District #4, only one school was selected from this 
district to serve as a recruitment location, and an additional school was randomly selected 
from District #5, for a total of 3 schools from District #5. Two schools were randomly 
selected from Districts #2 and #3. A total of 12 schools across five school districts were 
used for participant recruitment. Table 1 summarizes the school districts that were 
selected for the study.  
Table 1: Summary of School Districts Used for Participant Recruitment  
School Grade levels Total Schools Eligible 
Schools 
Selected 
Schools 
District #1 K-8 17 12 4 
District #2 K-8 4 3 2 
District #3 K-8 9 7 2 
District #4 K-8 15 3 1 
District #5 K-8 34 3 3 
 
 Grocery store selection. Once the schools were selected, a list of the two closest 
grocery stores to each of the selected schools was obtained from the Department of 
Disease Prevention and Epidemiology at MCDPH. In order to capture perspectives from 
different types of retail chains, maximum variation sampling, using the list provided by 
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MCDPH, was used. Maximum variation sampling is used to collect information from a 
diverse variations of individuals or sites based on specific characteristics.123 This 
sampling strategy enhances the likelihood that findings will include diverse perspectives 
while identifying common patterns.123,124 Due to potential differences in perspectives 
across retail chains, stores of various sizes and chains were included in the study. Four 
stores from a local grocery chain, three stores from a grocery chain with locations in the 
southwest part of the United States, and two stores from two larger, national grocery 
chains were included. Grocery stores were located between 0.41 miles and 1.47 miles 
from schools.  
Participant Recruitment 
Recruitment of case groups. After receiving approval from the Arizona State 
University Institutional Review Board (Appendix B), Recruitment techniques are 
described below, according to case groups.   
Retail managers. Using e-mail, phone calls, and in-person visits, the store 
manager at each selected grocery store was recruited to participate in an in-person, semi-
structured interview (Appendix C). The store manager was asked to invite the store 
produce manager to also participate in the interview.  Store and produce managers at ten 
stores, representing four different grocery chains, completed interviews. Both managers 
participated but for one interview, which only the produce manager attended. Two 
interviews were conducted partly in Spanish; for these instances, a translator provided 
interview questions in Spanish, and store managers responded in English and produce 
managers responded in Spanish because they were more comfortable using their first 
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language. Interviews were conducted in the offices of store managers. At the request of 
store managers, two interviews were conducted in food court areas. To maintain privacy, 
secluded tables away from store customers were sought.  
District FFVP personnel. Criterion sampling was used to select district FFVP 
personnel participants.123 The criteria for this case group was that participants served as 
either the FSD or the main FFVP contact from one of the selected school districts. For 
recruitment, a list of the primary FFVP contact from each school district was obtained 
from the ADE. Using e-mails and phone calls, these individuals were recruited to 
participate in an in-person, semi-structured interview (Appendix D). A total of seven 
FFVP personnel in the five participating school districts completed interviews. In two 
districts, interviews were conducted with the district FSD; in one district, an interview 
was conducted with the child nutritionist overseeing the FFVP program; and in the 
remaining two districts, interviews were conducted with the district FSD and the 
individual overseeing the FFVP. Interviews took place in school district offices.   
School FFVP personnel. Due to the hierarchical structure between schools and 
districts, interviews with the primary FFVP contact at each school were conducted 
separately from the primary FFVP contact at each district. Criterion sampling was 
initially used for school FFVP personnel. Criteria focused on service as either the kitchen 
manager or a teacher from one of the selected sites. During initial data collection, it 
became clear that teachers and kitchen managers had differing perspectives. Thus, 
stratified purposeful sampling was used to adequately capture the viewpoints of teacher 
and kitchen manager subgroups. This sampling technique is used to illustrate subgroups 
and facilitate comparisons.123 Cases were stratified by their subgroup category (teacher or 
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kitchen manager) and selected to ensure that the case group contained a relatively equal 
representation from both subgroups. For example, if a kitchen manager completed an 
interview at one school, a teacher at the next school was sought for recruitment. The 
primary FFVP contact at each district assisted the research team in identifying the main 
FFVP contact at the school level, such as the cafeteria manager or a school teacher. Using 
e-mails, phone calls, and site visits, these individuals were recruited to participate in in-
person, semi-structured interviews (Appendix E). Seven kitchen managers from seven 
schools across three school districts completed interviews and five teachers from five 
schools across four districts completed interviews. Interviews took place in teacher 
classrooms and school cafeterias or the offices of kitchen managers.  
Participants from all case groups were selected based on their knowledge and 
involvement with the FFVP (in district and school cases) or their knowledge and 
expertise in grocery store practices and procedures (in retail cases; “informational 
representativeness”), rather than being randomly selected to participate in the study 
(“statistical representativeness”).55 Interviews were conducted within each case group 
until information redundancy was achieved, that is, when there was enough information 
to replicate the study, new information was no longer attained through additional 
interviews, and further coding was no longer feasible.55,127-130  
Determination of information redundancy. Information redundancy was 
determined by consensus among researchers. At the conclusion of each interview, notes 
and transcripts were reviewed for the presence of new themes. Once this point was 
achieved, an additional interview was conducted to ensure information redundancy had 
been reached. This point was achieved after 10 interviews with retail managers, five 
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interviews with district FFVP staff (which was also the census for the case group), and 
twelve interviews with school FFVP personnel. A total of 27 interviews were completed 
and 38 individuals participated in the study. A summary of interviews by case group can 
be found in Table 2. All participants were offered a $25 cash or gift card incentive for 
participating in the study.  
Table 2: Number of Interviews by Stakeholder Type  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data Collection  
Audio-recorded interviews were conducted using a standard protocol developed 
by the research team using constructs from the HBM and previous literature on the FFVP 
and grocery store interventions.28,51,52,103 Protocols for each case group can be found in 
Appendices F-H. The primary investigator, along with a data collector with previous 
experience conducting semi-structured interviews, attended each interview; the primary 
investigator conducted each interview and the additional data collector served as the note 
taker. These notes served as a backup in the event of technical difficulties with audio 
Stakeholder # of Interviews 
RETAIL LEVEL  10 
  Grocery Chain #1 (local) 4 
  Grocery Chain #2 (regional) 3 
  Grocery Chain #3 (national) 2 
  Grocery Chain #4 (national) 1 
SCHOOL DISTRICT LEVEL  5 
  District Food Service Director (FSD) 3 
  FSD + Director of the FFVP 2 
SCHOOL LEVEL  12 
  Kitchen Manager  7 
  Teacher 5 
TOTAL INTERVIEWS 27 
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recordings. Prior to data collection, the primary investigator trained members of the 
research team, including the note taker and translator. Training took place in-person and 
included reviewing constructs from the HBM, the FFVP, interview protocols, signs of 
information saturation, and interview logistics. Interviews lasted between 29 minutes and 
an hour and 41 minutes. All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim by 
a professional transcription company. Interviews conducted in Spanish (n=2) were 
transcribed and translated into English by a certified translation and transcription 
company. Each interview was carefully reviewed for accuracy by the primary 
investigator who conducted all participant interviews. For these reviews, each transcript 
was compared to the original audio recording. 
Ethical Concerns  
While there were no serious ethical threats involved in participating in this study, 
a number of safeguards were put in place to ensure participants rights and protection. 
Participants and sites were well-informed of the exact nature of the study, their right to 
privacy and confidentiality, and their ability to withdraw from the study at any time 
(Appendix I). Participants were told that their names and the names of school/store 
locations would never be disclosed in study findings. All efforts were made to ensure 
secure handling of data. Additionally, the unique characteristics that were taken into 
account for in this study were maintaining confidentiality of the proprietary practices of 
each participating site, and maintaining confidentiality of the names and locations of the 
stores participating in the study. Releasing specific practices of an individual grocery 
store to its competitors could harm business. Additionally, releasing store practices that 
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do not meet standards of practice for a particular chain could threaten job security for 
store employees. Similarly, releasing school practices that do not meet district policies 
could threaten the job security of school staff.   
Data Analysis 
 Because the HBM was used as a theoretical basis for the study, a directed content 
analysis approach was chosen.124,131 The HBM is a framework for understanding 
individuals’ intention to take a given health action.52 Constructs from the HBM include 
susceptibility, seriousness, benefits, barriers, cues to action (motivation), and self-
efficacy (strategies). The HBM was initially used to structure both research and interview 
questions and determine the coding scheme. The research team, therefore, agreed that 
using constructs from the HBM to organize and present findings would be the most 
pragmatic approach to comparing similarities and differences in perceptions across case 
groups. 
 According to Hseih and Shannon,131 in a directed content analysis, researchers 
begin by identifying key concepts or variables from existing theory or prior research to 
constitute initial coding categories or domains. Operational definitions for these initial 
domains are crafted and interview questions reflecting these domains are written. The 
benefits of a directed content analysis include the ability to support and extend existing 
theory and to guide the presentation of the research findings. One of the main limitations 
of this approach is that researchers approach the data with an informed bias, which might 
make them more likely to find evidence that supports a particular theory.131  
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 In qualitative analysis, data are separated into individual meaning units, or words, 
phrases, sentences, or paragraphs that contain a single idea.132,133 Meaning units are then 
labeled with a “code”. A code is a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns an 
attribute or idea to a portion of language or text.133 The process of coding is used to 
deconstruct the data for the purpose of analysis. Codes represent themes, or recurring 
ideas in the data that can be organized (reconstructed) into larger domains, or broad units 
of information that consist of several conceptually similar codes/themes aggregated to 
form a common idea.124  
Procedures. Data analysis was done simultaneously with data collection in order 
to maintain the amount, consistency, and focus of the data.121,124 Transcribed (and in 
some cases, translated) verbatim interviews were cleaned and imported into MAXQDA 
(version 12, MAXQDA, VERBI Software – Consult – Sozialforschung GmbH, Berlin, 
Germany). Analysis began by using constructs from the HBM to create a domain list, 
consisting of six domains: general perceptions, benefits, barriers, strategies, determining 
success, and motivation. A detailed operational definition of each domain was created by 
two data coders. Interviews were then read several times before meaning units were 
identified and application of codes began. Coding for each stakeholder group was 
accomplished with two coders independently coding a sample of transcripts. Elemental 
coding methods were used in first cycle coding, which included descriptive coding, in 
vivo coding, and process coding.133 Descriptive coding is when a code consisting of a 
word or short phrase is assigned to portions of text to summarize a thought or passage. In 
vivo coding is when words or verbatim phrases from a written text are used as a code. 
Process coding uses gerunds to describe conceptual actions described by participants, 
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such as “needing approval.” After each code was created, it was sorted into one of the six 
domains.  
Researchers then discussed codes and selected domains:  they reviewed assigned 
codes for each case, discussed discrepancies, and arrived at consensus. Then a codebook 
was assembled for each stakeholder group to capture and summarize emerging codes. 
The codebook contained a formalized definition for each domain and code, as well as 
typical exemplars, or common examples for each code, and a notation indicating where 
each exemplar could be found in the data. Additional sections of transcripts within each 
case group were then coded using the corresponding codebook. After the second round of 
coding, discrepancies were again discussed and resolved. Each codebook was modified to 
include any new codes. Once all the transcripts were analyzed and compared among 
coders, the codebook for each case group was finalized. Then codebooks were merged to 
create one comprehensive codebook. All transcripts were then coded a final time using 
the merged codebook. Again, each code was compared among researchers and 
discrepancies were discussed and resolved. Researchers used reflective remarks in the 
margins of the transcripts to document immediate questions or insights during coding.124 
A series of analytic memos, that is, conceptual narratives that summarize and reflect the 
researcher’s thinking processes about the data were created.124 These memos focused on 
personal, methodological, and substantive issues confronted in data analysis and served 
to synthesize and elevate it, becoming the basis of later reports. 
Within- and across-case analysis. After coding, theoretical framework domains 
were brought forward from the codebook to structure within- and cross-case 
analyses.123,124 Proceeding systematically through all six domains, each case group (retail 
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managers, district FFVP personnel, and school FFVP personnel) was examined 
separately for the presence or absence of themes contained within a particular domain. 
Count frequencies and case prevalence was reported for each code within each case 
group. Frequency and prevalence data were organized into tables and are included in 
Chapter 4.  
After individual within-case analyses were complete for each case group, a cross-
case analysis was conducted to determine similarities and differences among the three 
case groups.123,124 During this process, matrices were developed to visually display 
comparisons within and across case groups. For example, one matrix juxtaposed 
time/labor within the barriers domain to facilitate comparison of the degree to which 
time/labor would be a barrier to creating a PPP between schools and grocery stores across 
case groups. A number of tactics were used to draw meaning from these within- and 
across-case comparisons, including finding patterns, or reoccurring ideas; looking for 
clustering, or determining if there were sub-groups within a particular case that 
responded in a unique way; counting, or observing how many times a particular idea was 
discussed, and among how many cases and case groups it occurred; and making contrasts 
and comparisons across individuals and case groups.124  Using these tactics, 
generalizations or conclusions, were developed to showcase what could be learned from 
each case group (Chapter 4).123 These generalizations were used to develop hypotheses 
and recommendations for further testing. 
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Issues of Trustworthiness  
  Miles, Huberman, and Saldaña (2014) describe five overlapping issues related to 
trustworthiness: confirmability, reliability, credibility, transferability, and application. 
The goal of trustworthiness is to increase confidence, both among researchers and 
readers, in what was found.124 Efforts to increase trustworthiness in the present study are 
summarized according to these concepts.  
Confirmability. The concept of confirmability refers to the notion that the study 
findings are the result of the research and are not due to the bias of the researcher, the 
participants, or the methodology.121,124 To improve confirmability, we provided an 
explicit and detailed description of the study’s methods and procedures; offered the exact 
sequence of events for how data were collected, processed, condensed, and displayed for 
drawing conclusions; generated conclusions that were supported by the data; and retained 
data so that it can be reanalyzed by others.  
The concept of social desirability, or the tendency for individuals to response in a 
way they feel is socially acceptable,134 can also impact the validity of data. To protect 
against social desirability bias, efforts were made during the interview process to build 
rapport with participants and to gain trust. For example, participants were reminded of 
their anonymity and that there were no correct responses. Participants were encouraged to 
speak freely and openly and that their responses would be pooled with other participants. 
In qualitative research, circumstances of data collection may strengthen or weaken the 
quality of the data.124 For example, some participants may have a greater knowledge or 
expertise on a particular issue or may be more comfortable with the interview process and 
are able to provide deeper explanations than other participants. Using multiple 
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participants within a case group and multiple case groups strengthened the quality of the 
data by allowing researchers to assess whether a theme was unique to a single participant, 
a case group, or multiple case groups. Multiple-case sampling adds to the confidence of 
study finding, but addition the element of replication.56,124 Themes emerging multiple 
times within a case group as well as across case groups strengthens the validity and 
trustworthiness of the finding.124 Finally, using a directed content analysis approach 
makes it less likely that the findings work from a naïve researcher perspective.131 
Additionally, efforts were made to blind researchers to participants during data 
analysis, such as removing identifiers from interview transcripts and using a second coder 
who did not conduct the interviews during the coding process. Researchers also used 
memoing, or the documentation of occurrences or points of interest within text, to 
document coding decisions and potential rival explanations.121,123 Finally, confirmability 
was enhanced through the use of multiple participants within each case group. Each case 
group included at least six participants, which also helped to ensure that emerging themes 
were repeating across cases and were not the result of researcher or participant bias.   
Reliability.  Reliability refers to whether a process or finding is consistent over 
time, and across methods and researchers.121,124 To improve the reliability of data 
collection, interview protocols were utilized for each case group. The same interviewer 
was used for each interview, enhancing interview consistency. In interviews that were 
conducted in Spanish (n=2), while a translator provided interview questions, the primary 
interviewer assisted in answer participant questions and monitoring opportunities for 
additional coding as done in interviews conducted in English. In terms of data quality, all 
interviews were recorded to capture exact statements from participants. All transcripts 
  74 
were professionally transcribed (and in some cases, translated and transcribed). Each 
transcript was then checked for accuracy using the originally audio records. Data analysis 
was completed using two coders. Transcript coding for each case group was always 
completed independently by coders. After each round of coding, researchers compared 
codes, reviewed each case for assigned codes, resolving any differences. In qualitative 
research, the goal is not to smooth out inconsistencies, but to understand and explain why 
such instances may have occurred.121 Differences were often related to discrepancies in 
meaning units, or the length of coding segments. Finally, findings were compared across 
participants and case groups for replication.  
 Credibility. The issue of credibility refers to whether study findings are accurate 
and capture an authentic depiction of the phenomenon under review.121,124 Credibility was 
established starting with study participants. Inclusion criteria ensured that only 
individuals with extensive knowledge of the FFVP or grocery retail participated in the 
study. Participants had to have the title of either grocery store manager or produce 
manager for the retail case group, FDS or FFVP director (or similar title) for the district 
FFVP case group, and kitchen manager or teacher for the school FFVP case group. 
Additionally, questions assessing the background and knowledge-base were included in 
the interview guides to gage a participant’s knowledge and expertise.  
The validity of study findings can be improved through triangulation, which is 
when multiple and different sources are used to corroborate evidence or 
findings.121,123,124,133 The primary method used to triangulate findings from this study was 
through using multiple case groups. Themes emerging from multiple case groups 
increased the validity of the phenomenon. Additionally, using peer review can also be 
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used to triangulate study findings.123 Two coders were used throughout the analysis 
process to ensure that themes were data-driven and not researcher-driven.  
Member checking is a controversial strategy that may be used to increase the 
validity of study findings. This involves asking study participants to evaluate the major 
findings of the study.124,135 While some researchers view member checking as a technique 
for establishing credibility,136 Sandelowski (1993) offers that member checking may be 
impractical and may also threaten study validity.137 For example, members have a 
tendency to look for their personal realties within the data, but it is the job of researchers 
to present multiple realities. Additionally, it is common for study participants to forget 
comments previously made. Finally, member checking itself can influence findings.137 
Due to these concerns, member checks were not completed after data analysis. In this 
study, analysis occurred at the same time as data collection, allowing researchers to check 
emerging themes with subsequent interviews. For example, the data interviewer could 
probe with statements such as, “we have heard other participants mention X, what are 
your thoughts about this.”  
Transferability. Transferability, also referred to as external validity, is the ability 
to apply findings in similar contexts or settings.124 Using maximum variation sampling 
improved transferability by increasing the diversity of the study sample. For example, the 
study included a variety of grocery stores, from smaller, local chains to large national 
chains. Additionally, a variety of school districts were included in the study. Therefore, 
findings can be applied to the schools and grocery store settings that were included in this 
study. A detailed description of the sampling process and inclusion criteria has been 
provided for readers to encourage a broader applicability when relevant. These areas 
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include retailers, school and school districts similar to the ones included in this study and 
located in metropolitan areas that are similar to Phoenix, Arizona. Additionally, this 
study was approached through a pragmatic lens, being able to transfer study findings and 
conclusions to targeted samples was of the utmost importance. Additionally, results from 
this study offer supporting evidence for the HBM.  
Limitations 
 It is important to be mindful of the multiple sources of analytic bias in qualitative 
research that can weaken study findings, including the holistic fallacy, elite bias, personal 
bias, and going native.124 The holistic fallacy refers to the tendency to interpret events as 
more patterned and congruent than they really are.124 This tendency is further exacerbated 
when using a deductive analysis approach, as an existing theoretical framework is fixed 
over the data, which could cause researchers to force themes and codes into particular 
constructs.131 It is possible that using a theoretical framework diminished the context of 
individual cases, and led to a more congruent interpretation across case groups. Elite bias, 
refers to the overweighting data from well-informed or articulate participant, leading to 
the underrepresenting data from less articulate participants.124 Personal bias, refers to a 
researcher’s personal agenda, which could motivate a researcher to skew the data to 
depict a particular outcome.124 Finally, going native refers to a researcher losing their 
perspective as a researcher, and adopting the perspectives of local participants.124 While 
methods to improve the objectivity, reliability, credibility, and transferability of study 
findings were previously described, these limitations are essential to note.   
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In additional to these general qualitative limitations, this study has a few unique 
limitations. First, the data were collected in one city, Phoenix, limiting the transferability 
of the study. Grocery stores and schools located in rural areas may have identified 
different benefits, barriers, strategies, and motivations in creating a PPP. Second, only 
schools from five school districts were represented in the sample, and only districts that 
participated in the FFVP and SNAP-Ed through the MCDPH were eligible for inclusion. 
Additionally, the district FFVP case group was smaller than the other two case groups. 
While this case group was also the census for the population meeting the inclusion 
criteria for the study, it is possible additional similarities and differences could have 
emerged using a broader inclusion criteria, such as using FSD from districts not 
participating in SNAP-Ed from MCDPH. Five cases have been recommended as a 
minimum for multiple-case sampling adequacy; case studies with more than five cases 
can be unwieldy as there is too much data to scan and draw conclusions from.123,124 
Further, given the unique roles that kitchen and cafeteria managers have in operating the 
FFVP at the school level, including teachers as a separate case group with interview 
questions that were tailored toward the teaching environment, may have produced 
additional themes and nuances. As previously mentioned, using information from 
multiple sources to triangulate study findings improves study validity. Data for this study 
relied on one format, which consisted of participant interviews. Using additional sources, 
such as participant observations, could improve study validity.  
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Summary  
 In summary, this chapter provided a detailed description of the methodological 
approach used for this study. A multi-case study approach was used to understand the 
perceptions of schools and grocery stores in creating a PPP to cross-promote fruits and 
vegetables. Case groups include retail and produce managers, district-level FFVP 
personnel, and school-level FFVP personnel. Data were collected through semi-
structured interviews. A total of 27 interviews were conducted. Data were analyzed using 
a directed content analysis with a within and between case analysis. The chapter 
concluded by discussing the multiple strategies that contributed to the trustworthiness of 
the study.  
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
The purpose of this multicase study was to describe key stakeholders’ perceptions 
about creating PPPs between FFVP participating schools and nearby retailers to cross-
promote fruits and vegetables in low-income communities. This chapter begins with a 
brief description of each case group: retail mangers, district FFVP personnel, and school-
level FFVP personnel. Findings are summarized under six domains derived from semi-
structured stakeholder interviews designed using constructs from the HBM. These 
domains include:  
(i) Initial impressions about creating a PPP, 
(ii) Benefits of creating a PPP (Benefits),  
(iii) Barriers to creating a PPP (Barriers),  
(iv) Strategies for creating a PPP, sub-divided into initiation strategies 
design/facilitator strategies (Strategies);  
(v) Motivation to create a PPP (Motivation); and  
(vi) Determining success of a PPP (Determining success).  
For benefits, barriers, strategies, and motivation domains, findings are presented by case 
group. A cross-case synthesis is presented at the end of each of these domains to discuss 
similarities and differences across case groups. For initial impressions and determining 
success domains, findings are presented collectively for all case groups. Demonstrative 
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quotes are provided for context for each theme, along with incident data where 
appropriate.  
Description of Stakeholder Groups   
Retail and produce managers  
Store and produce managers at ten stores representing four different grocery 
chains completed interviews. Four grocery store chains were represented in the sample. 
Four stores were from a local grocery chain, three stores were from a grocery chain with 
locations in the southwest region of the United States, and two stores were from two 
larger, national grocery chains. Overall, the four grocery stores represented in the study 
had between 7 and 50 locations in Arizona, for a combined total of 138 grocery stores 
throughout the state. When describing their customer base, all managers stated that the 
majority of their customers were families; half (representing three of the four chains) 
stated that their customers were mostly Hispanic; a larger chain stated that they had a 
mixture of races, ethnicities, and ages; two described their customer base as low-income 
families (one from a smaller chain and once from a larger, national chain); and managers 
from a larger chain located in a more central area of the city stated that they received a 
variety of high-, middle-, and low-income families. Managers from a larger, national 
chain recognized that a lot of their customers were on Food Stamps or SNAP. In general, 
managers were familiar with school food programs such as the NSLP and SBP. Two 
managers from different stores were familiar with a school snack program but were 
unsure if it was the FFVP specifically. Managers learned about school food programs 
through family members, such as nieces and nephews, or their own children. Most 
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managers were aware of nearby schools and were frequently able to provide the cross-
streets of specific schools, although they did not typically know them by name.  
School districts   
This study took place across five school districts. Two districts were considered 
smaller districts, with one district having four schools and one district having nine 
schools; two districts were considered medium-sized district, with one district having 15 
schools and one district having 17 schools; and one district was considered a large district 
with 34 schools (see Chapter 3, Table 1). A total of seven district FFVP personnel in the 
five participating school districts completed semi-structured interviews for the study. 
District personnel had between two months and 29 years of experience in their current 
positions, and between 3 and 29 years of general school food service experience. Food 
service operations were managed by the school district in four districts; one district used 
a national food service company to manage the school food programs within the district. 
The FFVP was offered twice per week to participating schools in four school districts; 
one district offered the FFVP three times per week to all schools within the district (the 
school district covered the cost of the program for schools that were not awarded the 
FFVP grant from the state). Procurement for the FFVP was done at the district level for 
all five school districts participating in the study. Two districts exclusively used a 
national food distribution company to purchase produce for the FFVP; two districts used 
a national food distribution company and a local produce company for the FFVP; and one 
district exclusively used a local produce company for FFVP items. Not-so-common 
produce items, such as exotic fruits including star fruit, jackfruit, passion fruit, and 
rambutans, were offered once per month in two districts, twice per month in two districts, 
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and once per week in the remaining district. Inclusion of non-so-common items depended 
on funding; if districts had extra grant funds left over towards the end of the grant period, 
they were able to purchase more exotic options as they were more expensive than 
common items such as carrots, apples, oranges, and bananas. All district FFVP personnel 
stated that it was easy or very easy to find FFVP items in the grocery store. They thought 
that between 70-90% of FFVP produce items could be found at a local grocery store.   
Schools   
The stakeholder group for school-level FFVP personnel consisted of kitchen 
managers and teachers. Seven kitchen managers from seven schools across three school 
districts completed interviews and five teachers from five schools across four districts 
completed interviews. Kitchen managers had between 3 and 17 years of experience 
managing school food programs, and teachers had between 5 and 17 years of teaching 
experience. In addition to having experience in their current positions, school FFVP staff 
were highly familiar with the communities surrounding their schools, often sharing 
characteristics of students and families, including shopping practices and socioeconomic 
challenges such as food insecurity. Over half of FFVP school staff explained that families 
in their communities often deal with issues of hunger and limited food budgets. All of the 
schools participating in the study participated in the NSLP and SBP. While all districts 
had at least one school participating in a school garden, less than half of the schools 
within each district had school garden. In one district, only one school had a garden and 
in another district only two schools had a garden. 
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Findings 
Six domains were used to describe stakeholder’s perceptions of creating a PPP 
between school and nearby grocery stores. Table 3 summaries the themes within each 
domain.  
Table 3:  Summary of Major Domains and Themes  
Domain:  Initial impressions about creating a PPP 
Themes 
Partnering with schools/stores would be a good idea 
A partnership would be easy to implement  
Domain:  Benefits of creating a PPP 
Themes 
Increased sales  
Enhanced public relations within the community 
Extending the reach of the FFVP 
Domain:  Barriers to creating a PPP 
Themes 
Promoting pricey produce 
Time/Labor 
Needing approval 
Lack of communication among partners 
Having too many partners 
Being unable to procure FFVP items  
Cost  
Lack of mutual benefit  
Having inadequate access to grocery stores  
Getting kids to try new items  
No perceived barriers  
Domain:  Strategies for creating a PPP – Initiation strategies 
Themes 
Connecting with partners   
Obtaining approval 
Leveraging existing resources  
 
 
 
(continued) 
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Domain:  Strategies for creating a PPP – Design/facilitator 
strategies 
Themes 
Communicating with partners   
Having instructions for teachers and staff 
Using seasonal produce   
Required resources  
Targeting parents   
Domain:  Motivation 
Themes 
Improved health outcomes in children  
Wanting to help the community 
Wanting to expand the impact of the FFVP 
Being a low-burden partnership  
Domain:  Determining Success 
Themes 
Using surveys in schools  
Hearing feedback from students, parents and customers  
Using tickets tokens or games  
Using store data 
Using food waste/consumption  
Observing a new customer profile  
Asking store managers  
 
Domain:  Initial Impressions About Creating a PPP 
 Initial impressions described the general reaction stakeholders had when 
presented with the idea of creating a partnership with schools and grocery stores to 
promote produce using the FFVP. The two major themes emerging from this domain 
included, 1) partnering with schools/stores would be a good idea and 2) a partnership 
would be easy to implement. All district FFVP staff participants and the majority of 
retailers (8 of 10 [80%]) and school FFVP staff participants (10 of 12 [83%]) perceived a 
partnership as something positive and expressed agreement of the idea.   
One FFVP district manager stated,  
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“Well, to me, what I’m gonna tell you about that, I think it would be a great 
program. I would love it. I think it would work well [District 300].”   
 
A store manager offered, 
“I think that’d be a good idea if we can come up with a way to organize that 
[Store 605].”   
 
Retail managers from each type of grocery chain (4 of 10 [40%]), two district-
level FFVP staff (2 of 5 [40%]) and one school-level FFVP staff member perceived that a 
partnership would be feasible and easy to manage.   
One district food FSD offered:   
“That’d be a really easy collaboration [R1: And implementation], 
honestly.  Because with the menu already set for the month – and you just kind of 
look at the zip code area of who the FFVP school is and which grocery stores are 
around there and you just send them the materials [District 500].” 
 
This particular school district had a FSD and a FFVP director who planned and managed 
all FFVP operations for the district. School districts that have designated FFVP directors 
may have an easier time establishing a partnership with grocery stores as such 
responsibilities could align with existing job duties of a district FFVP director. The other 
FSD who perceived that a partnership would be easy to implement did not have a FFVP 
director position at the district level, and while she thought a partnership would be easy to 
manage, she also expressed a need for keeping such a partnership manageable.  
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“They sound simple and achievable, which is definitely what we need.  Simple 
and achievable [District 300].” 
 
No participants perceived that a partnership would be difficult to implement. 
Grocery store managers, FSDs and school FFVP staff who perceived a partnership as 
something that would be easy to implement had at least ten years of experience in their 
respective positions. Individuals with more experience could be more likely to perceive a 
partnership as feasible. Experience has been shown to increase self-efficacy for job 
performance. For example, in a study assessing the association between teaching 
experience and self-efficacy, Wolters et al., found that teachers with greater experience 
had higher measures of self-efficacy, or confidence in their ability to accomplish 
instructional tasks.138 Klassen et al., found similar results; self-efficacy related to 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement increased 
between early-career and mid-career teachers.139 
Domain:  Benefits of Creating a PPP 
 The benefits domain was defined as the perceived positive effect that can be 
expected from a partnership between schools and grocery stores. Participants from each 
case group were asked how they thought a partnership would impact students/stores and 
were probed for additional potential benefits. Three key themes emerged from this 
domain:  increased sales, enhanced public relations within the community, and 
extending the reach of the FFVP. A summary of the benefits domain, themes and 
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incidence data can be found in Table 4.  Domain themes are detailed below by case 
group, followed by a cross-case comparison and discussion.  
Table 4: Benefits Domain Themes with Frequency Data  
 
Benefits:  Retail  
 A benefit of improving store sales was discussed by the majority of store 
managers (7 of 10 [70%]). Perceptions did not differ by store type; managers from all 
grocery store chains perceived that a partnership could positively impact store revenues. 
Increased sales were discussed within the context of direct sales, meaning sales related to 
increased purchases of potentially promoted FFVP items, and indirect sales as a result of 
customers purchasing items in addition to the items that are promoted as part of a 
partnership, such as household necessities or addition dinner items that could accompany 
produce purchases.  
As explained by one store manager: 
“Also our sales would go up. . . it’s saying, ‘I am here, I might as well get – if I 
needed bleach I’ll get it here. If I need soap, or hot dogs, or bread [Store 603].’” 
Domain: Benefits 
 
Positive effect that can be expected from a partnership between schools and 
grocery stores to promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
 
Themes 
Retail Districts Schools 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=10) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=5) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=12) 
Increased sales  15 7 
70% 
1 1 
20% 
6 5 
42% 
Enhanced public 
relations with the 
community   
17 7 
70% 
-- -- 9 4 
33% 
Extending the 
reach of the 
FFVP 
12 7 
70% 
8 4 
80% 
27 10 
83% 
  88 
 
While the majority of store managers saw increased sales as a benefit, one 
manager from a larger national chain was hesitant to think store sales would increase as a 
result of a partnership because most parents at nearby schools already shop at his store.  
He offered: 
“No. Because I mean, they’re here anyways. On Wednesday this place is jam-
packed with parents and their kids. . . They pick them up from school, they come 
in here and they do their quick shopping. . . I don’t think so. But I mean, there 
could be. But like I said, a lot of my customers already shop in here [Store 607].” 
 
This particular store was located near multiple schools, so a partnership might not 
necessarily bring in new customers since many families from nearby schools were 
existing customers. 
 The most frequently discussed benefit among the majority of store managers was 
enhanced public relations within the community (7 of 10 [70%]). Store managers 
explained that a partnership would be an opportunity to show customers that stores are 
invested in the communities they serve. While this theme was prevalent across all grocery 
store chains, managers from all locations of the southwestern regional grocery store 
perceived that a partnership would create additional opportunities to serve their 
customers. As stated by one store manager from the regional grocery chain,  
“And it’s not just because we want free publicity. We want them to understand 
that companies do have values and do care for our communities [Store 611].”  
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Another manager from a different location within the same regional chain offered,  
“And it's those little things like that. And it shows that people are – that we 
actually care, we're there for them with whatever they need [Store 610].”    
  
Enhancing the lives of their customers was part of the company’s mission statement, 
which could explain why all retail managers from this grocery chain perceived this 
partnerships benefit.  
 Some store managers also saw the potential for a partnership to build and enhance 
customer loyalty, by encouraging the community to shop at stores that support schools 
within the community and build a future customer base.  
One manager offered,  
“. . . because if they were shopping somewhere else, and they see what we’re 
doing as an organization to help the community, I can see them supporting us to 
make sure that we stay in the community [Store 605].” 
 
Another stated,  
“It would be very effective because these children would be our future clients 
[Store 603].”  
 
 The majority of store managers (7 of 10 [70%]) thought a partnership with 
schools could extend the reach of the FFVP, including increasing consumption of fruits 
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and vegetables outside of school and encouraging parents to purchase healthy foods for 
their children, as explained by one store manager:   
“I think parents at one point they will understand that it is better. And that it’s a 
good thing to buy grapes instead of donuts [Store 602].”  
 
Another described how a program in stores could help students make connections 
to fruits and vegetables outside of school: 
“Because I mean – the kids come in here and they say, mom, I had this apple at 
school today, it’s really good. And then mom will ask if you have it.  And then 
you find it and then you say, look, it’s right here. You cut it up. You let mom try 
it and you give the kid another piece, because he had it in school and he liked 
it. And then mom might get three or four apples [Store 607].”  
 
Benefits:  Districts  
 Themes among district FSDs and FFVP directors included increased sales and 
extending the reach of the FFVP. Only one district director (1 of 5 [20%]) listed 
increased sales as a benefit to a partnership between schools and stores, stating,  
“But, I mean, it would be profitable for them if more kids are buying fruits or 
vegetables [District 100].” 
  
A benefit of expanding the reach of the FFVP was discussed most frequently 
among the majority of FSDs (4 of 5 [80%]). District directors described a partnership 
with grocery stores as an opportunity to encourage dialogue with their children about 
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healthy eating, to increase parent’s connection to the FFVP, to increase fruit and 
vegetable consumption at home, and help teach children how to shop for produce at the 
grocery store.  One director stated,  
“Well, I’d hope it’d increase the fruit and veggie consumption at home [District 
500].”   
 
The director also provided: 
“I think it might open some dialogue if the child is at the store with his parent or 
grandparent or whoever, and they see something that they can associate back to 
what they did in school that might open a dialogue with them to say, oh, gosh, we 
had this today [District 500].”   
 
Benefits:  Schools  
Some school FFVP staff members (5 of 12 [42%]), including teachers and kitchen 
managers from three school districts, perceived increased sales as a potential benefit of a 
partnership with nearby stores.  
As stated by a teacher,  
“Then there’s potential for increasing those kinds of sales and just for people to 
get healthier [School 503]. 
 
Four school FFVP staff members (4 of 12 [33%]) perceived enhance public 
relations with the community as a potential benefit to partnering with nearby stores. 
Both teachers and cafeteria managers thought that a program in stores would encourage 
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parents to shop and one store over another because they are supporting their child’s 
school. As explained by a teacher,  
“But that might promote people to say well, I’m gonna shop at Fry’s because they 
support our schools [School 503].” 
   
A kitchen manager from a school that was located in an area where a significant 
number or share of residents are more than a mile from the closest supermarket,140 shared 
that building a relationship with stores in the community would be beneficial given the 
limited resources of families and services in the community.    
“Oh, I think there’s always benefits. When I think when businesses get involved 
in the community it helps. . . I mean there’s just not a lot around here 
anymore. Like I said – a lot of these parents, no phones, no cars, no 
transportation.  And a lot of them shop right here, on the corner. So the more we 
can do with the businesses, the better [School 502].”   
 
The most frequently discussed theme among school FFVP staff (10 or 12 [83%]), 
representing all five school districts, was the potential to extend the reach of the FFVP. 
School FFVP staff thought that a partnership could increase fruit and vegetable 
consumption, encourage conversations about fruits and vegetables at home or in the 
grocery store, teach parents and families about what items children are being exposed to 
at school, increase children’s awareness of produce items at the grocery store, and help 
parents choose fruits and vegetables over less-healthy options. As stated by one kitchen 
manager,  
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“I think it would make them more aware of where the item comes from. You 
know like farm to school, or farm to store, from store to home. I don’t think some 
of the kids understand that concept [School 101].”  
 
A teacher stated,  
“So when they go, make it very intentional to go to the store for vegetables versus 
Top Ramen [Store 301].   
 
Another cafeteria manager described how programs such as the FFVP can shape 
family eating behaviors, which can ultimately lead to improved health outcomes.  
“You will see the difference.  I mean you will see because how mom in the 
morning when she comes and drops the kids, she’s like oh, I changed my habit of 
how to eat.  I eat my fruits and vegetables with the kids and I lost like 20 
pounds.  She lost a little weight [School 104].”  
 
Benefits:  Cross-case synthesis  
The three key themes emerging from the benefits domain consisted of increased 
sales, enhanced public relations with the community, and extending the reach of the 
FFVP (see Table 3). Themes were discussed by all case groups and there were no 
themes that were unique to a single case group. 
All case groups saw the potential for a partnership between schools at stores to 
increase store sales, primarily through buying more fruits and vegetables. This could be 
due to the relatively high profit margins for produce compared to other grocery 
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departments. When asked how the profit margins for produce compare to the profit 
margins of other departments such as grocery, managers from all stores indicated that 
produce profits were among the highest after meat. As suggested by Payne et al., grocery 
stores are more likely to adopt interventions, such as promoting FFVP items, that are 
sustainable or profitable.104 If customers shift their purchases to promoted items and such 
a shift resulted in decreased revenue, stores may be reluctant to participant in a 
partnership with schools. Since the profit margins produce items are relatively high 
compared to other department, such as grocery, increased produce sales would likely 
result in increased revenue. Payne et al., found that when shoppers switched their 
purchases toward more produce items, stores experienced an increase in profit margins as 
a result.104  
Store managers were unique in perceiving an opportunity to increase sales 
through purchasing other store items in addition to fruits and vegetables. For example, as 
described by one store manager,  
“If we see an increase in produce, we usually see an increase in meat, as well.  It’s 
just because the way Hispanic families, they cook from – usually from 
scratch.  So you’re gonna take your potatoes, you’re gonna take your squash, 
you’re usually gonna be cooking something that requires some kind of a meat, 
some kind of a protein [Store 605].” 
 
These perceptions are consistent with research on the profitability of unplanned 
purchases, which suggests that in-store promotions can highly influence unplanned 
purchases, resulting in higher store profits.141-143 Future studies evaluating the impact of 
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PPPs between schools and stores should evaluate the impact that FFVP promotions can 
have on additional store sales.  
Similarly, all case groups saw the potential for a partnership to extend the reach 
of the FFVP through a variety of ways. Schools, districts and stores alike perceived a 
partnership could help children recognize FFVP items outside of school settings. As 
shown in previous research, increased exposure could lead to increased preference for 
fruits and vegetables, which could ultimately lead to increased consumption.66,75 Taste, or 
preference, has been found to be the most frequent predictor of food consumption, and 
thus purchasing, behaviors.144 All case groups perceived that a partnership could increase 
consumption at home through purchasing more produce items (stores), thereby increasing 
the availability of such items at home, and by helping families select produce items over 
less-healthy items (stores and schools). These perceptions are consistent with previous 
research, which suggests that students from FFVP schools bring less unhealthy snacks 
from home.28,31 However, while Ohri-Vachaspati et al., found that children from FFVP-
participating schools made more requests for produce items at home and in the grocery 
store, snack requests did not differ between FFVP students and non-FFVP students.34 
 Stakeholders from schools and districts had similar perceptions that a partnership 
with stores could help increase parent’s awareness of the FFVP. Parents can learn about 
school breakfast and lunch offerings through monthly menus that are available on school 
websites, and are often included in school newsletters. However, none of the school 
districts participating in the study shared information about the FFVP schedule with 
parents. Schools and districts also saw the potential for a partnership to increase dialogue 
about fruits and vegetables and healthy eating, as well as teaching children how to shop 
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for such items in the grocery store. The similarities between schools and district were 
consistent with study assumptions, which predicted similar findings between districts and 
schools.  
While the FFVP is aimed at increasing fruit and vegetable consumption through 
direct channels, (i.e. consuming FFVP snacks at school), there are further opportunities to 
impact fruit and vegetable consumption through indirect pathways.32 The perceived 
benefit of extending the reach of the FFVP beyond schools is an important concept 
because it explores the potential indirect influences the FFVP can have on overall fruit 
and vegetable consumption, which was missing from previous FFVP research. Future 
studies evaluating PPPs between schools and grocery stores should consider these 
potential benefits.   
 Retail managers and school FFVP staff perceived enhanced customer public 
relations with the community, while district managers did not perceive this benefit. 
These findings contradict the assumption that schools and districts would perceive similar 
benefits compared to stores. This could be because district FFVP personnel do not 
directly interact with families on a daily basis in the same manner as grocery store 
managers, produce managers, kitchen managers, and teachers, therefore they have less 
opportunities to build relationships with students and families. Additionally, potential 
partnerships would be between individual schools and grocery stores, with district FFVP 
personnel serving in a more facilitating or ancillary role, such as developing FFVP menus 
and providing technical assistance to schools.   
Schools FFVP staff also perceived community benefits related to parents and 
families wanting to shop at stores that supported stores and the community. This 
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perception aligns with the idea of corporate social responsibility, or the notion that 
business, such as grocery stores have a responsibility to serve their communities, and 
business that invest in their communities have a competitive advantage over businesses 
that do not.145 Store managers were unique in perceiving an opportunity for stores to 
build brand loyalty among families and help win back customers that might have had a 
bad experience in the past. 
Domain: Barriers to Creating a PPP 
The barriers domain is defined as the tangible or intangible cost or obstacle in 
creating a partnership between stores and schools. Participants from each case group 
were asked what they saw as potential barriers to developing a partnership with nearby 
stores/schools. A summary of the barriers domain themes and incidence data can be 
found in Table 5.  Domain themes are detailed below by case group, followed by a cross-
case comparison and discussion.    
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Table 5:  Barriers Domain Themes with Frequency Data  
Domain:  
Barriers 
 
Tangible or intangible cost or obstacle in creating a partnership between 
stores and schools to promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
 
Themes 
Retail Districts Schools 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=10) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequenc
y 
(n=5) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=12) 
Promoting 
pricey produce  
14 5 
50% 
3 2 
40% 
7 3 
25% 
Time/Labor 14 10 
100% 
14 5 
100% 
29 9 
75% 
Needing 
approval  
12 8 
80% 
10 5 
100% 
25 12 
100% 
Lack of 
communication 
among partners  
6 4 
40% 
-- -- -- -- 
Having too 
many partners  
9 4 
40% 
-- -- 2 1 
8% 
Being unable to 
procure FFVP 
items  
6 3 
30% 
-- -- -- -- 
Cost 7 4 
40% 
3 2 
40% 
6 4 
33% 
Lack of mutual 
benefit  
5 4 
40% 
3 2 
40% 
13 3 
25% 
Having 
inadequate 
access to 
grocery stores  
-- -- 5 2 
40% 
12 5 
42% 
Getting kids to 
try new items  
-- -- -- -- 3 2 
17% 
No perceived 
barriers  
4 3 
30% 
2 2 
40% 
2 2 
17% 
 
Barriers:  Retail  
 Promoting pricey produce was a frequently coded theme (14 codes), and 
referred to concerns that the produce being promoted in schools as part of the FFVP 
would be too pricey in stores, which could negatively impact the effectiveness of the 
partnership as families would likely be unable to afford such products. Although it was 
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only discussed among half of produce managers (5 of 10 [50%]), this theme was 
prevalent across all grocery store chains. While store managers were initially unfamiliar 
with the FFVP, during the interview process, a description of the program was provided, 
which included examples of the types of fruits and vegetables that were offered as part of 
the program. Store managers were particular concerned with some of the exotic products 
that are offered in schools as part of the FFVP.   
As explained by one manager: 
“Starfruit isn’t cheap nor is passionfruit. Some of those items that, they loved it at 
[school] and it was great and it was neat and new, but when they get to the store 
and one little passionfruit costs them $3.99, it’s never gonna go past what they 
tasted at school, in most neighborhoods, not just our lower-incomes, either [Store 
602].” 
 
Store managers expressed concern that promoting expensive produce items in 
schools would create additional strain on families at the grocery store.   
“Then you come here and you’re gonna see that $6.00 dragon fruit. I just – the 
only thing I say is I caution the schools. Because we really wanna do everything 
we can for our kids, but if you really can’t afford to buy a dragon fruit, if you 
have to buy potatoes that will last us a week, I just caution the schools on what 
they’re promoting [Store 607].” 
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Store managers also expressed concern with school promoting items that are out 
of season as it would be challenging for stores to offer such items at a reasonable price to 
customers.  
As explained by one store manager,  
“The items would have to vary by season. If you’re used to buying strawberries at 
$2 a box and now they’re $4, why are you gonna keep buying strawberries? Most 
people will stop. So that’s just how it is [Store 613].” 
 
Retail managers were asked if they foresaw barriers related to time/labor in 
initiating and implementing a partnership with nearby schools, as time/labor were 
previously identified as challenges to the initial implementation of the FFVP in schools.28 
All store managers perceived the time and labor necessary to partner with stores as 
minimal and did not believe it would significantly impact their day-to-day operations (10 
of 10 [100%]). This was because strategies for promoting the FFVP in stores were 
thought to be similar to the strategies stores were already using to promote produce items.  
As explained by one manger,  
“But for me to sell them produce or for me to set up a small produce display 
targeting the kids at surrounding schools because this is what they’re being 
offered that week, it’s a pretty small task for me [Store 609].”  
 
Another shared,  
“I mean, if they did it the way I’m thinking they’ll put up a sign and have them all 
on the same thing, all it takes me is five seconds to hang a sign [Store 607].”   
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 The majority of store managers perceived needing approval as a potential barrier 
to partnering with schools (8 of 10 [80%]). Approval appeared to depend on the 
extensiveness of the program and the number of partners. For a larger, broader program 
with multiple schools participating, store manager would likely seek approval from their 
corporate office. Additionally, approval may also depend on the extensiveness of the 
advertising. For promoting partnerships in weekly flyers, corporate offices would need to 
be involved as stores do not have the capability of producing marketing materials and 
stores lacked the authority to choose what times were included in weekly flyers.  
“That’s all driven by our corporate office.  The advertisement that you hear on the 
radio is all driven by corporate office.  We receive our banners from the corporate 
office from the print shop.  Any program will have to be supported by the 
corporate office in order for us to get the banner and the signs [Store 601].” 
   
Two store managers, one manager from a local grocery chain and one manager 
from a larger national chain, stated that they would not need approval to create a 
partnership with schools. Approval may not be needed if the partnership involved a single 
school and store, as explained by one store manager: 
“Like I said, something like that would just be a store level thing.  Like if I have 
something extra in my department specifically for a school in my area, I don’t 
think my district manager would say anything about that.  I don’t think it would 
interfere with any of our other programs or anything like that [Store 613].” 
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 Lack of communication was also perceived as a barrier among store managers (4 
of 10 [40%]), two managers from a local grocery chain and two managers from each 
larger, national chain included in the study. Managers related their concerns to 
experiences with previous partnerships or programs breaking down due to lack of 
communication and foresaw similar challenges in partnering with schools. Since a 
partnership would involve multiple parties and locations, keeping everyone informed 
would be critical to a program running efficiently.  
“I really don’t see any barriers just as long as the communication between the 
stores and the principal and our office, make sure everybody’s in line to make it 
happen if that’s the way it’s going to work.  So one of them drops the ball, let’s 
say we didn’t get you guys this, well, this might not work.  It’s basically the 
office.  I mean, our office has to work with our warehouse to make sure we get 
the product.  That’s the only concern I might have, someone dropping the ball and 
not having the communication. Yeah, so that involvement, that 
communication.  If we have that, we should be fine [Store 605].” 
 
 Concern for having too many partners emerged from four interviews with store 
manager, primarily from larger, national chains (4 of 10 [40%]). These managers had 
multiple schools in the area, which could make coordination between multiple locations a 
challenge, particularly if schools were not from the same school district. As discovered 
through the school and store selection process, there were cases in which FFVP schools 
from different school districts shared a common grocery store. One store manager, from a 
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larger national chain, saw having too many schools in the area as a potential barrier, 
especially if each school was promoting a different FFVP item. 
“Because we have so many elementary schools around here. And if they all did 
the same apple it would be easy. If they all did the same orange it would be 
easy. You can’t put a sign over here, this is Alhambra’s apple of the month and 
this is – another one over here, this is their apple of the month [Store 607].” 
 
 Store managers also perceived a lack of mutual benefit as a potential barrier to 
creating a partnership with schools (4 of 10 [40%]), which was discussed in multiple 
contexts. One manager, from a local regional chain, offered that stores would need to 
have some sort of tangible benefit in order for them to participate:   
“They’re pretty selective on – there’s got to be some kind of value behind it.  Not 
to sound callus or it’s all about money, but there’s got to be some value behind it 
on a return of investment type. Not all of it. Some of it’s just Good Samaritan 
work, but most of it is to get the interest of the families and bring them into our 
stores to spend money [Store 609].” 
 
 Managers from local, regional and national chains perceived being unable to 
procure FFVP items as a potential barrier (3 of 10, [30%]). For each chain participating 
in the study, produce procurement was done at the corporate level, meaning store 
managers do not work with buyers to secure specific products. This could impact a stores 
ability to secure and promote the same produce items that are offered as part of the 
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FFVP, particularly if schools are offering items not-so-common items or items that are 
out of season. 
“Just to secure the program, if it was to work out with our buyers in the guidelines 
of our company.  Because they – like he say, they have to find out if they can 
acquire the particular item when they’re trying to give it out in school and 
promote at store level [Stor103e 602].” 
  
Stores are also looking to supply items that their customers demand, so if the demand for 
a produce is not there, they will likely not be able to offer it to their customers.  
As stated by one manager,  
“It works both ways, you know.  Because we are on the business side of it, and if 
there’s no demand, then why supply?  It’s just more shrinkage on our end [Store 
613].” 
 
Product demand can also be created through in-store promotions, as point-of-
purchase promotions and advertisements have been shown to influence food 
purcahses.42,103,146,147 In a quasi-experimental design, Song et al. promoted a variety of 
healthy food produces in supermarkets in Baltimore. Results indicated that stores 
receiving the promotion intervention stocked more healthy foods than comparison 
stores.146 Cross-promoting FFVP items in schools and stores could help to increase the 
demand for such items.  
 Finally, it should be noted that three store managers, two from a regional chain 
and one from a national chain, perceived no barriers to a partnership with schools, 
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requiring additional probing during interviews (3 of 10 [30%]). A manager from the 
regional grocery chain offered: 
“The only way this will work, or will have a deeper impact, if we make it 
big. And so to put a barrier on it would mean we have to cut something back. And 
we know if you wanna make it work we would like to go big in what we do to 
really make an impact. So that’s – I don’t see us having – we’re dealing with 
fruits and vegetables and kids. The cause behind what we’re doing, there’s no 
reason for a barrier [Store 611].”   
 
In this case, the manager perceived the benefits of creating a partnership with schools 
outweighing the cost, which, according to HBM, could increase the likelihood of taking 
action, or participating in such a partnership.  
 
Barriers:  Districts  
 Two FSDs, both from smaller school districts, perceived promoting pricey 
produce as a barrier to cross-promoting FFVP items (2 of 5 [40%]). FSDs were 
concerned with families being able to afford items promoted in grocery stores, as well as 
stores being unable to turn a profit due to the high cost of some FFVP items. As stated by 
one FSD,  
“I think one of the – probably the biggest barriers for this demographic might be 
financial.  So depending on the cost of that item, they may or may not be able to 
choose it [District 300].”   
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Another director offered: 
“Because now if you go to [name of grocery store] and tell them what we would 
like to promote, I don’t even know if they would be interested in getting it – or if 
they could get it.  Because one thing me trying to get very unique stuff, well I can 
because it’s a grant and I can pay the price. I don’t need to make any profit on it 
so I can buy it. But them they buy something that cost them 10 bucks to sell at 
$15, nobody would buy it [District 200].” 
 
Time/labor was one of the most frequently occurring themes (14 codes) and was 
discussed among all district FFVP staff (5 of 5 [100%]). FSD perceived additional staff 
time/labor would be needed initially to design and initiate a partnership with stores; 
however, once a partnership was established, they did not foresee a significant amount of 
time needed to maintain the partnership. One FSD, from a district that also had a district 
FFVP director, did not foresee a significant time/labor commitment on the school side of 
a partnership, but rather more work would be required by grocery stores: 
“No more than what we’re doing now. I mean, I wouldn’t say that, because really 
to me the work is really on their end. Not ours. I mean, I guess you could maybe 
say an extra half hour a week, or something like that, but it would be minimal 
because all we’re gonna do is, either share our website so they can see what we’re 
serving, or we’re gonna give them a list of what we’re doing for the month of our 
menu. And other than that, it’s kinda – I would say it’d would be more on their 
end [District 100].” 
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One FSD, from a district that did not have a district FFVP director, shared that they are 
currently working on setting up multiple food programs in the district, indicating that it 
would be challenging to find time to set up a partnership:   
“We’re doing a lot in this district. We’re starting up a supper feeding program 
here shortly. We’re trying to really ramp up our summer feeding, trying to 
implement a few new programs. So we’ve got a lot on our plate right now 
[District 300].”  
 
 Needing approval was also expressed as a barrier among all district FFVP staff 
(5 of 5 [100%]). FSD were roughly split in requiring approval for a partnership. Three 
FSD stated that they would seek some sort of approval to create a partnership with stores, 
including approval from school district superintendents, school principals, their food 
service management company or their direct superior to create such a partnership with 
stores.   
“Probably just a director’s approval, maybe the superintendent, to let them know 
that this is a program that we’re thinking about implementing. But I wouldn’t see 
it being an issue since we have a wellness policy that encourages our students to 
eat fresh fruits and vegetables [District 200].” 
 
Two FSD, one from a larger school district and one from a smaller school district, did not 
think they would need additional approval to set up a partnership with nearby grocery 
stores. District FFVP staff did not think that approval from the USDA would be 
necessary for creating partnerships. In fact, the in the implementation guidelines for the 
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FFVP,  the USDA encourages schools and districts to create partnerships with local 
entities, such as local health and education departments, local SNAP-Ed contractors and 
extension offices, local food producers and retailers, including grocery stores.29  
 
Cost related to cross-promotion was a perceived barrier among FFVP district 
personnel from two larger school districts (2 of 5 [40%]). Funds for the FFVP in schools 
can only be used for FFVP produce items and administrative cost; no funds can be used 
for promotional materials.23 A FSDs identified the cost of signage as a potential barrier if 
schools would be required to provide signs for stores as part of the partnership 
agreement. One districts had additional funding sources that could cover the cost of signs, 
but that might not be the case for all districts, particularly smaller school districts that 
have limited resources. One FSD suggested that stores might be able to cover the cost of 
promotional items.  
“But at that point, though, I would hope, if it’s a cost, depending on what the cost 
is, it would be something they would absorb and not the school district.  That 
would be a factor [District 100].” 
 
FSDs from two of the smaller school districts perceived a lack of mutual benefit 
between schools and stores as a potential barrier (2 of 5 [40%]). While food service 
programs in schools need to generate profit for schools in order to pay for labor and 
equipment needs, it is on a much smaller scale compared to grocery stores. The goal of 
the FFVP in schools is to increase exposure to fruits and vegetables, not to generate a 
profit. Stores, on the other hand, are expected to generate a profit from their produce 
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sales. For these reasons, FSDs expressed concern that a partnership would not be able to 
meet the needs of both school and stores. One FSD offered,  
“And I mean it’s just – fiscally, it may not be something that the grocery stores 
would be able to do either. I mean we are a business but not in the same way 
[District 300].”   
 
 Having inadequate access to grocery stores was perceived as a barrier among 
two FSDs (2 of 5 [40%]). Both directors stated that their school districts had limited 
access to grocery stores in the area, which would limit the ability to cross-promote FFVP 
items. One FSD offered:  
“The only thing is in our area there is no store.  It’s only [name of grocery store], 
and it’s limited what they have. . . I mean, I would say the logistic of it will be if 
there were more grocery stores around it would be much, much, much easier 
[District 200].” 
 
Both districts were located in areas where a significant number residents are more than a 
mile from the closest supermarket.140 However, schools within one district were between 
0.4 and 0.9 miles from the nearest grocery store, and schools within the second district 
were between 0.4 and 1.4 miles from the nearest grocery store.  
 Finally, it should be noted that district FFVP personnel from the two largest 
school districts required addition probing for barriers as they initially stated that there 
were no perceived barriers to creating a partnership between schools and retail stores (2 
of 5 [40%]).  
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Barriers:  Schools  
 A quarter of school FFVP staff (3 of 12 [25%]), consisting of both teachers and 
cafeteria managers, discussed promoting pricey produce as a potential barrier to cross-
promoting FFVP items in grocery stores in a variety of contexts. First, school FFVP staff 
perceived that parents might have a difficult time affording some of the more exotic fruits 
and vegetables in stores.  
Speaking about a rambutan, a cafeteria manager stated,  
“One of the girls told me she had seen them in the store someplace and they were 
four something a pound. Yeah. So those – I think those kinds of fruits are very 
expensive. . . I think it would be hard for parents, especially in these – to buy 
something like that at that price [School 302].” 
 
Additionally, school staff thought purchasing fresh produce in general may be difficult 
for some families, as fresh produce is often more expensive than canned versions, and it 
is also more perishable. For example, one teacher stated,  
“I mean realistically we gotta look at money and how long it’s gonna last 
me.  And fresh fruit we know is very perishable [School 202].”   
 
Lastly, school FFVP staff were concerned that promoting pricier FFVP items may not be 
profitable for stores as they might be too expensive for families to afford, which would 
result in waste and profit loss for retailers.  
One cafeteria manager shared,     
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“I think that’s why they have such a small display because they don’t want it to go 
to waste or anything like that [School 103].” 
 
Time/labor was the most frequently occurring theme (29 codes) and it was 
mentioned in the majority of interviews with school FFVP personnel (9 of 12 [75%]), 
including all teachers. Some school FFVP staff did not foresee a need for extra labor and 
that tasks related to a partnership with nearby stores could be incorporated into daily 
activities, while others perceived that they lacked the time to implement a partnership 
with stores. Further, these contrasting viewpoints were position-specific. All kitchen 
managers who discussed time/labor, did not see time/labor as a barrier to partnering with 
stores.  
As stated by one kitchen manager,  
 “We didn’t get extra staff when we got this program, and we didn’t know how 
long it was going to last, but now we’ve just grown into it.  So yeah. First, all of 
us were like, ‘oh my gosh. We need more people, and dah-dah-dah.’ But it’s like 
anything. We make it work [School 103].” 
 
In contrast, the majority of teachers perceived time/labor as a barrier to partnering with 
stores, both in initiating the partnership and in carrying out the program in their 
classrooms. For example, one teacher offered,  
“See, that’s the hard thing is that I don’t wanna take that on personally. Do you 
know what I mean? Again, it would have to be something that somebody else 
did.   don’t think it would be fair to put it on the teachers. So it would definitely 
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need to probably come from a district level, somebody in charge that does stuff 
with the food in the cafeteria that has that time and resources to go talk to the 
grocery stores and what could they do [School 201].” 
 
Conversely, one teacher from a smaller school district did not perceive extra time 
as a barrier to partnering with stores, stating,  
“So we make time for the things that we really, really and truly want to make 
work. . .If we’ve chosen to do something, we make it happen [School 401].” 
 
All school FFVP staff (12 of 12 [100%]) perceived needing approval as a barrier 
to creating a partnership with nearby grocery stores. Kitchen managers and teachers 
stated approval would need to come from a variety of sources and levels. All kitchen 
managers and the majority of teachers stated district approval would be needed to set up a 
partnership with stores, and some indicated that the district office would need to initiate a 
partnership between a school and grocery store. One kitchen manager offered: 
“I probably – it wouldn’t be in my control at all. It would be totally at a district 
level. Yeah. I’m just kind of like the receiver. The receiver and the giver 
here. Yeah. They mostly make all those decisions there. Of course, you can 
always give your input, but everything business is there. [School 103].” 
 
Teachers and kitchen managers also thought that the school principal and the school 
board would need to approve a partnership with grocery stores. One teacher from a larger 
school district, however, thought that anyone from the school could start a conversation 
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with stores, and did not think approval would be needed to discuss the idea with a nearby 
store.  
“Oh, I feel like both. Yeah. You need the support and approval of the principal 
and the, on a district level as well, I think [School 301].”  
 
One teacher from one of the smaller districts thought that having too many 
partners, could be a potential barrier, specifically in reference to creating a district-wide 
program in all schools (1 of 12 [8%]). The teacher thought creating a partnership between 
schools and stores throughout the whole district would be challenging to coordinate and 
implement. 
 “Perhaps just cooperation – that’s a big task.  We’re considered a small district, I 
think, of eight or nine schools.  Even to coordinate that with eight or nine grocery 
stores for eight or nine different schools is – it’s a pretty daunting task. I couldn’t 
imagine what that coordination would look like [School 301].”  
 
Cost was also discussed as a barrier to implementing a partnership and teachers 
were the only school FFVP staff to perceive this barrier (4 of 12 [33%]); cafeteria 
managers did not identify cost as a barrier. Teachers were unsure if there would be a cost 
associated with the program, and if so, they perceived it as something stores could 
potentially cover and use as a tax write off. Schools and stores would need to have an 
idea of how much a partnership would cost as it would be a deciding factor in whether or 
not they could participate in such a program.  
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“If it involves any cost on their part – if they were to print up flyers or do 
something like that, they could probably take – even though it’d be minimal, 
whatever that costs as like a charitable kind of thing [School 503].”   
 
Lack of a mutual benefit was perceived as a potential barrier among two 
teachers and one kitchen manager (3 of 12 [25%]). FFVP staff perceived that a 
partnership with stores could be mutually beneficial and were primarily concerned with 
gaining buy-in from grocery stores. School FFVP staff expressed a need to show grocery 
stores how a partnership with schools would benefit their stores. One teacher explained,  
“I think they would look at it from the point of view as if that would increase 
sales of them.  So I think it could be a win-win kind of thing [School 503].”   
 
 Almost all teachers and one kitchen manager perceived having inadequate 
access to grocery stores as a barrier (5 of 12 [42%)]. Schools representing these 
perspectives were located between 0.4 and 0.6 miles from a grocery store, and, according 
to the USDA’s Food Access Research Atlas, only one of these schools was located in a 
census tract where a significant number of residents lived more than one mile from a 
supermarket.140 While most of these schools have grocery stores in the area, it may not be 
the preferred grocery store among school families. As explained by one teacher,  
“I know our kids talk a lot about – well it’s just some kids talk about Ranch 
Market, but there’s not one of those close [School 503].” 
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 Getting kids to try new items was perceived as a barrier by two kitchen 
managers (2 of 12 [17%]). During interviews, kitchen managers and teachers shared 
stories about students being reluctant to try produce items, and stated that students often 
required encouragement to taste new fruits and vegetables served as part of the FFVP, 
NSLP or SBP. Once students eventually tried unfamiliar items, they often discovered 
they enjoyed them. Given that school staff often had difficulties with students tasting new 
produce items, including items that were served as part of the SBP or NSLP, they 
perceived stores having similar challenges. For example, one kitchen manager shared,  
“That’s the problem. Getting them to taste it. A lot of times, once they taste it 
they’ll come back, I liked it teacher. I told you. It’s just getting them to try it 
[School 503].” 
 
Finally, two kitchen managers (2 of 12 [17%]) required additional probing after 
initially stating that there were no barriers to partnering with grocery stores to cross-
promote produce items using the FFVP.  
 
Barriers: Cross-case synthesis 
Retail managers, district FFVP staff and school FFVP staff all discussed 
promoting pricey produce, time/labor, needing approval, cost, and lack of mutual 
benefit. Promoting pricey produce is of particular importance as price is a strong 
predictor of fruit and vegetable purchases.40,103,144,148 Schools selected to participate in the 
FFVP have the highest proportions of free and reduced-price meals, which is often used 
as a proxy indicator of poverty level, meaning FFVP schools have a large proportion of 
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students coming from low-income families. Therefore, in order for a partnership between 
schools and stores to be successful, and in order to extend the reach of the FFVP beyond 
schools, FFVP items that are promoted in grocery stores must be affordable for families 
to purchase and stores to sell. Offering not-so-common fruits and vegetables has been 
suggested as a potential strategy to increase students’ exposure  to a variety of produce; 
however, promoting such items in stores will likely be ineffective as these items are 
typically harder to procure and therefore, must be offered at a higher price point than 
more common produce items.117 Since schools typically offer not-so-common fruit one to 
two times per month, strategies for managing these instances, such as skipping store 
promotions for items that could place additional burdens on families, should be 
addressed.  
In an overview of Public Health Partnerships from the Harvard School of Public 
Health, authors describe two critical components to a partnership. The first is that 
partnerships are only feasible when both parties benefit from the relationship, and the 
second key element is that both parties share mutual responsibilities.149 Finding strategies 
to overcome perceptions of a lack of mutual benefit is critical to ensuring the success of a 
PPP between schools and stores. Highlighting perceived benefits of each stakeholder 
during an initial meeting could help to mitigate this perceived barrier.  
While time/labor was discussed among all case groups, retail managers, district 
FFVP staff, and kitchen managers in general perceived that the time/labor involved in 
creating and maintain a partnership would be minimal. These case groups thought that 
partnership could be easily incorporated into their daily tasks. Teachers, however, 
perceived that a partnership would require additional time/labor and were concerned that 
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such responsibilities would be added to their already full work-load. Folta et al., found 
similar results when assessing stakeholders perspectives during a district-wide 
implementation of a Breakfast in the Classroom (BIC) model of the SBP.150 Prior to 
launching the BIC program, the majority of school staff expressed that they had concerns 
about the time and labor requirements of the program. However, within three to six 
months of implementations, school staff reported that the perceived time and labor 
challenges had been mitigated once a routine was established.150 While national 
evaluations suggest that teachers support the FFVP,28,29 addressing teacher concerns and 
engaging FFVP support staff throughout the development and implementation processes 
will be vital to create successful partnerships between schools and grocery stores. 
While many similar barrier themes emerged from all three case groups, 
differences were observed. Retailers perceived lack of communication among partners 
as a barrier to a partnership with schools, whereas districts and schools did not express 
concern regarding communication. Having inadequate access to grocery stores was a 
barrier discussed among district and school case groups. All grocery stores included in 
the study were between 0.41 and 1.47 miles from a FFVP-participating school and 
schools were between 0.32 and 1.38 miles from a grocery store. However, while schools 
were in close proximity to a grocery store, it may not be the primary grocery store where 
families shop. A recent study comparing shopping patterns of SNAP households to 
nonparticipant households, found that a significant portion of participants bypass the 
closest grocery store to their home to shop at their primary grocery store.151 Price, 
quality, and selection are among the store attributes that could influence an individual’s 
choice of grocery stores. As mentioned by a cafeteria manager, school families often 
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shopped at a smaller regional chain that offered a wider variety of culturally appropriate 
foods, which was not located in close proximity to the school. Finally, getting students 
to try new items was a unique barrier emerging from the school FFVP personnel case 
group. This is likely because teachers and cafeterias experience rejection of food items up 
close. Previous research suggests that the FFVP is effective in increasing fruit and 
vegetable preferences.16,27-30 One possible mechanism that programs like the FFVP work 
to improve produce preferences is through repeated exposure, or the mere exposure 
effect, or a positive relationship that results from exposure alone.65 Increasing 
opportunities for exposure, such as through store promotions of FFVP items, could 
accelerate the process of developing positive associations. Store promotions could help to 
encourage students to try new items in stores and vice versa.  
Domain:  Strategies for Creating a PPP – Initiation Strategies for Creating a PPP  
The strategies domain describes approaches to initiating or implementing a 
partnership between grocery stores and schools to promote fruits and vegetable 
consumption. Participants from each case group were asked how they thought a 
partnership to cross-promote FFVP items would work and how they would go about 
creating a partnership. Themes were organized into two sub-domains – initiation 
strategies and design/facilitator strategies. A summary of the initiation strategies domain, 
themes and incidence data can be found in Table 6.  Domain themes are detailed below 
according to case group.   
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Table 6:  Strategies domain – Themes and Frequency Data for Initiation Strategies   
Domain:  Strategies – 
initiation strategies  
 
Processes for initiating a partnership between grocery stores and schools 
to promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
 
Themes 
Retail Districts Schools 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=10) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=5) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=12) 
Connecting with 
partners  
10 6 
60% 
7 5 
100% 
19 6 
50% 
Obtaining approval  3 3 
30% 
9 4 
80% 
17 9 
75% 
Leveraging existing 
resources  
7 4 
40% 
12 5 
100% 
-- -- 
 
Initiation strategies:  Retail  
 Retailers most frequently shared strategies for connecting with partners (10 
codes), with over half of retail managers, representing all store chains, offering 
approaches (6 of 10 [60%]).  Store manager recommended that someone from a school or 
district visit a store in person to make the initial connection. Having initial face-to-face 
contact would help to facilitate an initial discussion about a partnership.  
As shared by one store manager from a national chain:  
“I like it when someone comes in, and I can talk to them, and I can see them. And 
they have usually a letter or something with more information. Because we’re all 
busy with a lot of things. And it’s nice to have a conversation and get to know the 
person but then also have something that I can go back and look on. Just to follow 
up with, too [Store 613].   
Store managers from a national chain and a smaller, regional chain suggested that 
someone from the school board or the school set up a meeting with the corporate office to 
discuss the idea of a partnership. For example, one manager offered,  
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“So it’s just the school district and our corporate office coming to terms and 
deciding what exactly they want us to do [Store 609].” 
 
As the majority of store managers perceived needing approval from corporate offices as a 
barrier to creating a partnership with schools, connecting with both store managers and 
corporate offices would be a necessary step for initiating a partnership.  
  
 Retail managers from a larger, national chain and a smaller regional chain shared 
ideas for obtaining approval (3 of 10, [30%]). The store manager from the regional 
chain shared that a letter on official school letterhead would help to facilitate the approval 
process. Such a letter could include information on the purpose, goals and benefits of 
such a partnership. Approval for these types of programs is typically done through 
scheduled management meetings. The store manager from the national chain suggested 
starting partnership discussions at the corporate level would help to solidify the approval 
process.  
“. . .they bring a letterhead in and we’ll fax it over, give it back to the 
customer.  The office has it.  They’re looking at it.  And then it’s up to the school 
and our corporate, really, to put something together.  And then, again, we get an 
email.  This is what the terms and the commitment is.  Execute it.  Make it happen 
[Store 609].” 
Retail managers from a local chain, regional chain and larger national chain, 
shared ways in which they could leverage existing resources to initiate a partnership (4 
of 10 [40%]). These resources consisted primarily of methods for creating stores signs. 
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For example, some stores suggested their sign maker could hand make signs for FFVP 
items. Other managers offered using their company’s print shop:   
“We do make signs here at the store, which are the signs for the specific items on 
the wet rack on the tables.  We do have the opportunity to add a little bit more 
verbiage to those signs.  But the best signs are the big banners we place up in the 
windows advertising the price, advertising the program that we’re running in the 
store [Store 605].” 
 
Initiation strategies:  Districts  
  All district FFVP personnel (5 of 5 [100%]) offered strategies for connecting 
with partners. The two largest school districts had community outreach departments that 
could be used to connect with local grocery stores, as explained by one FSD: 
“Well, we have a community and marketing program in our district. So I would 
say that probably if we were to discuss that with them, they would reach out to 
them to see if they would wanna maybe form a partnership like that, would 
probably be the direction we would take [District 100].” 
 
One manager was unsure if a partnership would be initiated at the store level or 
the corporate office for retailers, stating,  
“I know a lot of them are so corporate-based and that’s how they get their 
information out. So, I don’t know if we’d be working with a contact at each  
of the different stores [District 500].” 
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 District FSDs most frequently discussed strategies for obtaining approval (9 
codes, 4 of 5 [80%]). Only one district FSD, from the largest school district, did not 
discuss strategies for obtaining approval, likely because she did not perceive approval 
would be needed to initiative a partnership with stores. The majority of district FSDs 
stated they would have a conversation with their immediate superior before contacting 
grocery stores. Then, depending on how the district chain of command was designed, 
some would go to a school board or a school superintendent. While most district FFVP 
staff shared that they would need approval for such a program, they expressed a high self-
efficacy for doing so:   
“It’s a simple conversation. We’d probably – we’d even look to probably do a 
board agenda item and promote it through the board, letting them know hey, 
we’re creating some partnerships with local stores and invite them in, that kind of 
thing.  So it wouldn’t be difficult at all [District 300].”   
 
All district managers (5 of 5 [100%]) discussed leveraging existing resources to 
initiate a partnership with stores. For example, two district managers suggested they 
could link a partnership to their school or district wellness policies. Another stated that a 
partnership with nearby grocery stores would help to accomplish goals set out in a 
strategic plan:   
“That’s one of our strategic plan goals is health and wellness. So anything 
encompassing adding community partnerships is – they’re on board [District 
300].”   
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As part of the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004,152 schools 
participating in the NSLP or SBP are required to develop a written school wellness policy 
to help establish a school environment that promotes the health and well-being of 
students.89 These policies could be used as leveraging points for schools to initiate a 
partnership with local grocery stores.  
 
Other ideas were connecting a partnership to school gardens and local sources of 
produce. One district manager from a larger school district shared that they already have 
connections with a grocery store in their district: 
“Well, we actually have the business advisory team and I know that the gal – the 
president of Fry’s is involved in that. So, that would be – one avenue to go 
through is maybe the – get that contact from our business advisory team.  And 
kind of go through that avenue because they already now kind of have a 
relationship with the district [District 100].” 
 
Initiation strategies:  Schools  
 Half of school FFVP staff, including all but one teacher and two kitchen 
managers, offered suggestions for connecting with partners (6 of 12 [50%]). One 
teacher from a medium-size school district said she would attempt to connect with 
grocery store managers to gage interest in a partnership before obtaining approval from 
school officials, 
“First of all, I would probably go and speak with the manager of a grocery store 
first to see what they would have to say and if they would be willing to want to 
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participate with the school.  And then after I spoke with them, speak with my 
principal.  Hey, would you be willing to have a partnership with so-and-so?  I 
already spoke to them, so you have to get that one buy-in first, and then talk with 
your principal [School 401].” 
 
School FFVP staff also expressed a need to be able to demonstrate to grocery stores how 
they would benefit from a partnership, indicating that stores may need convincing.  
Stating how she would sell the program to retailers, one teacher offered: 
“Well, everybody is interest based. So what is in it for me, right, besides 
marketing? Then the goal is for your produce sales to go up, right?  And then 
recognition. So I know part of that is a flipping tax write-off for them. So you got 
your tax write-off. You have your free marketing and publicity, and you should 
have an increase in revenue sales along with now showing yourself visible in the 
spotlight of how you now have done something that’s not the norm with 
partnering with low-income schools to ensure they’re getting the same quality of 
health, food, nutrition as people who live in Paradise Valley, or Scottsdale or Deer 
Valley, wherever you think is a more affluent area [School 202].” 
 
Three teachers expressed that they lacked the self-efficacy to connect with stores on their 
own, and would feel more confident in making an initial connection if they were 
accompanied by someone from the school or district that had the authority to approve 
such a partnership. For example, referring to working with a district coordinator to 
connect with retailers, one teacher shared,  
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“And then, maybe together, we would go down to the store to make it seem more 
important, more so. Not saying that my opinion isn’t important, but the more 
people you have behind you, the better [School 301].” 
 
The majority of school FFVP staff (9 of 12 [75%]) discussed strategies for 
obtaining approval and it was also the most frequently occurring code (17 codes).  Both 
teachers and kitchen managers stated that they would seek approval from their immediate 
superior, for kitchen managers it would be their supervisor at the district office and for 
teachers it was their principal.   
For example, one teacher shared: 
“I’d probably run the idea past my principal.  If he was like, oh, that sounds like a 
great idea.  Go talk to our cafeteria manager.  And if our cafeteria manager said, 
yeah, that’s a great idea.  Then, I’d probably get a schedule from him and – so talk 
to the cafeteria manager.  If he’s like, it sounds like a plan [School 301].”    
 
Initiation strategies:  Cross-case synthesis  
In terms of similarities across case groups for initiation strategies, all three case 
groups offered strategies for obtaining approval and connecting with partners. 
However, while all case groups offered practical ideas, there was no “best practice” 
strategy that emerged to initiate a partnership between schools and stores. For example, 
some store managers suggested starting at the corporate level, who would then trickle 
guidance down to stores, while other managers thought a face-to-face discussion with 
schools could help connect partners prior to taking a partnership idea to corporate. 
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Similar differences were found among school FFVP staff. Some school FFVP stated that 
they would visit a store to gage interest from retail managers, prior to going to school 
district leaders to get approval for a partnership. Based on the varying responses from 
these stakeholders both within and across case groups, initiation strategies would need to 
be unique for each PPP, depending on the store and school district structures. One 
initiation pathway could be to have school or district FFVP staff visit a grocery store to 
present the partnership idea to the store manager in a face-to-face connection. Then, if 
needed, the store manager could either connect schools to a corporate contact or store 
managers could seek approval for themselves.      
 District FFVP staff and retail managers also discussed leveraging existing 
resources, such as printing facilities and community outreach coordinators, to help 
initiate a partnership. The purpose of PPPs is to leverage the unique resources of 
individual entities to address complex problems, such a fruit and vegetable 
consumption.44,45 Therefore, discussing available resources among each partnership 
should be included as part a partnership initiation process. All stakeholders were asked to 
describe the resources that would be required to cross-promote fruits and vegetables 
using the FFVP. These resources are summarized in Table 7. This list can help 
stakeholders determine what resources they could leverage for a PPP.  
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Table 7: A List of Required Resources for Creating a PPP 
 
Domain:  Strategies for Creating a PPP – Design/Facilitator Strategies  
Five emerging themes were grouped under the design/facilitator strategies sub-
domain. A summary of the design/facilitator sub-domain, themes and incidence data can 
be found in Table 8. Domain themes are detailed below according to case group. 
Additionally, stakeholders offered extensive strategies for cross-promoting FFVP fruits 
and vegetables in schools and stores. As it was impractical due to the sheer volume of 
Required resources  
Store resources School resources  Other resources 
List of seasonal produce 
items 
 
Contact information for 
schools 
Knowledge of school 
boundaries 
A produce schedule from 
stores  
 
Letter on school letterhead Research on grocery stores 
in the area  
Knowledge of the ability of 
stores to procure FFVP 
items  
 
Schedule of FFVP snacks Marketing materials 
Permission to put signage 
in stores  
 
A detailed plan to present 
to the school board 
Signs to place in stores 
Technology or a system for 
providing discounts FFVP 
items  
 
Buy-in from the district Flyers 
Someone to change signs 
on a regular basis  
 
Funding for signs 
Paper / Ink / Printer 
Posters 
Time 
Communication 
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recommendations to discuss these strategies within and across cases, these strategies are 
presented in a separate section after case group findings.   
Table 8:  Strategies Domain:  Themes and Frequency Data for Design/Facilitator 
Strategies  
Domain:  
Design/facilitator 
strategies  
 
Processes for implementing a partnership between grocery stores and 
schools to promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
 
Themes 
Retail Districts Schools 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=10) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=5) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=12) 
Communicating with 
partners   
12 7 
70% 
3 3 
60% 
2 1 
8% 
Having instructions for 
teachers and staff 
-- -- -- -- 7 2 
17% 
Using seasonal produce   6 3 
30% 
-- -- 2 1 
8% 
Targeting parents   -- -- -- -- 4 3 
25% 
Having bilingual 
materials  
2 2 
20% 
-- -- -- -- 
 
Design/facilitator strategies:  Retail  
The majority of store managers, representing all grocery chains, offered 
suggestions for communicating with partners (7 of 10 [70%]). Managers explained that 
after an initial fact-to-face meeting, a partnership could be sustained through regular, 
brief calls and/or emails to confirm agreement on implementation details and the 
schedule for what items will be promoted. 
“Email’s the best way that we all get the best communication. Once in a while, 
probably a phone call. At the beginning of the week, beginning of the month 
saying this is what I’m going to do. Actually, if you’re doing something for the 
month, here’s our 20-minute conference call between the warehouse, the involved 
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store, with the schools. This is what we’re doing. This is how we’re going to go 
about it, and we’re on the same page. Then after that, it’s just a little reminder 
email. Hey, this is what you’re going to get. This is where it’s going. They 
already know it’s coming [Store 605].” 
 
 Using seasonal produce was suggested by managers across local, regional and 
national chains (3 of 10 [30%]). If schools used seasonal produce, stores would be able to 
offer a better price on those items and ensure they had them in stock.  
As stated by one store manager,  
“Absolutely, the items that are in season are the most important . . . During that 
time, you are able to find strawberries maybe for $4.00 per pound, or $5.00 per 
pound. And during March and April, it’s $1.00, or $1.50. It’s a big difference 
[Store 603].” 
 
 Two store managers, one from each of the smaller local and regional chains, 
expressed that having bilingual materials would help to facilitate and promote a 
partnership as a significant portion of store customers spoke Spanish as a first language 
(2 of 10 [20%]). Additionally, in some stores, store employees, including store and 
produce managers, spoke primarily Spanish. Program materials would need to be offered 
in both languages in order to maximize the  
“It would definitely have to be a bilingual thing [Store 604]. 
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Design/facilitator strategies:  District  
 The only theme that emerged within the design/facilitator strategy sub-domain 
among district FSDs, was communicating with partners (3 of 5 [60%]). District FSDs 
perceived their communication role to be through the FFVP menu or schedule. Their 
responsibility would be to supply retailers with a list of FFVP items and communicate 
which items were being served each week.  
As stated by one FSD,  
“ . . . all we’re gonna do is either share our website so they can see what we’re 
serving, or we’re gonna give them a list of what we’re doing for the month of our 
menu [District 100].”  
 
Design/facilitator strategies:  Schools  
Communicating with partners was only offered as a design/facilitator strategy 
by one teacher in the smallest school district (1 of 12 [8%]). She emphasized the need to 
have a clear plan, not only for developing and implementing a partnership, but also for 
communicating the purpose of a partnership to stakeholder, such as the school board.  
The teacher offered,    
“You’d have to have a clear plan of what it’s gonna do for the schools, is it gonna 
cost anything, how you’re gonna implement it would have to all be presented to 
the board. But definitely very clear with the communication [School 202].”   
 
Both teachers from the smallest school district described the importance of 
having instructions for teachers and staff for how to carry out a program in schools (2 
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of 12 [17%]). Both teachers also listed time as a barrier to participating in a partnership to 
cross-promote FFVP items. Having clear instructions for teachers and making sure 
strategies are feasible for teachers and staff could help reduce the perceived burden of a 
partnership and make them more likely to promote cross-promotion efforts to their 
students. As stated by one teacher,  
“It’s not gonna work if I have to make activities around it. Something quick and 
easy that is clear, concise, to the point. Hey, do this. Or even if it’s once a week or 
once or twice a month. Hey, this is what we’re doing [School 201].” 
 
Only one kitchen manager from a lager school perceived using seasonal produce 
as a design/facilitator strategy (1 of 12 [8%]). She shared that offering FFVP items 
according to season would be helpful, and that the district already tries to do this. The 
manger stated,  
“And I think that’s what the district tries to do when they’re looking at what to 
order, is by way of what’s in season, what is in the grocery stores at the 
time.  That’s the way I saw it when it first started.  So it probably is the same way 
[School 101].” 
 
Two teachers from the smallest school district, and one kitchen manager from a 
larger school district thought targeting parents would promote a partnership between 
schools and grocery stores (3 of 12 [25%]). As parents are the ones ultimately making 
purchasing decisions in the grocery store, school FFVP personnel felt it was important to 
promote a partnership to parents.   
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As offered by one teacher:  
“Something to incentivize the parents to go because I mean you can tell the kids 
about this all day and they go home and their parents don’t have any money to go 
to the store.  Nothing’s gonna happen so.  I think you’d definitely have to have a 
buy-in for the parents [School 201].”  
 
Design/facilitator strategies:  Cross-promotion strategies 
 Retail manager, district FFVP staff, and school FFVP staff offered a wide range 
of strategies to cross-promote FFVP items in schools and stores. These strategies are 
summarized in Table 9.  
Table 9:  Cross-promotion Strategies Among All Case Groups   
Cross-promotion strategies  
 
Promoting the partnership in schools and in grocery stores 
Promoting in stores Promoting in schools 
Using store signs and tags Using school announcements 
Using school logos Using written materials such as school 
newsletters and flyers  
Offering sales on promoted items Word of mouth 
Providing store coupons School websites 
Using store placement Using teachers and FFVP staff to promote the 
partnership 
Offering samples of FFVP items Offering student incentives 
Providing recipe cards in stores Using the media 
Using store radio ads Phone calls to parents  
Creating store fundraisers 
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Using store tags and signs was the most frequently discussed strategy for 
promoting FFVP signs in stores, likely because when stakeholders were presented with 
the idea of creating a PPP during interviews, promoting through store signs was given as 
an example. Using store logos was also frequently discussed by all stakeholder groups. 
School logos could help connect students to the program and the items they experience at 
school. Providing a designated section in grocery stores specifically for FFVP items what 
also suggested. Providing in-store samples of FFVP items was also an idea among 
stakeholders.   
“If we get together with school districts and we kinda designate what schools are 
near my store, we can go and make some big signs for Monday is gonna be 
banana. So we can put so-and-so elementary school is gonna be doing banana this 
week or this day. And so-and-so elementary school is gonna do apples, red apples, 
red Delicious apples, or nectarines, oranges, whatever it is. And we can put the 
school name in. And since they are in our neighborhood, they will be coming to 
our school. Look mom, that’s my school and this is what we’re eating [Store 
611].” 
 
“We could even have a section, I think, in the back, if it were ever to go that far, 
with produce it would be pushing those items, and have a little 4-foot section to 
do something like that.  That’d just change every month or every week or 
whatever.  That would be a really a good idea [Store 605].” 
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“One thing we can do, too, for example, we’re promoting cantaloupe in the store, 
let us know, ‘hey we’re looking for more cantaloupe,’ so when you come here, we 
have cantaloupe, we can cut one up, little squares with little tooth picks, and each 
kid can come and taste it including the parents [Store 603].”  
 
Creating school fundraisers for FFVP items was another suggestion among stakeholders. 
For example, stores could commit to giving a portion of their profits on FFVP items to 
schools. Offering coupons for FFVP items was a similar recommendation.  
“Like Target does, you spend so much, you can donate so much money to the 
school. So instead, maybe so much produce sales, if the school comes in and they 
bring in a coupon or say, we belong in the [name of school district], or a tag, 
keychain, something, they scan it, and a percentage of the produce sales goes back 
into the [district].” (School 202) 
 
Finally, a number of strategies were offered for promoting the partnership to students, 
parents, and store customers, including store radio ads, school announcements, written 
materials such as flyers and school newspapers, and phone calls to parents.  
 “I think we could probably do something on our website, or maybe on our 
Nutrition Express, hey, we’re now partnering with such and such shopping center. 
So kids, when you have your FFVP, you can also find it in a place like this.” 
(District 100) 
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Design/facilitator strategies:  Cross-case synthesis  
In terms of similarities and differences across case groups for the 
design/facilitator sub-strategies domain, communicating with partners was the only 
theme that was prevalent across all case groups. A framework by the American Society 
for Nutrition, in collaboration with multiple food and research agencies, including the 
FDA and USDA, for creating PPPs for food and nutrition-related research includes both 
governance principles and operational principles. One of the key governance principles 
established in the framework included a clear statement of partner roles and 
responsibilities.108 Ensuring that partner roles and expectations are clearly communicated, 
is critical to implementing a successful PPP. The FFVP schedule also needs to be 
communicated to store managers. During interviews, district FFVP staff, school kitchen 
managers and teachers often shared cases of procurement issues, requiring districts FSDs 
to substitute FFVP items with little notice to school FFVP staff. Procurement issues is 
one reason FFVP snack items are not included in monthly school SBP and NSLP menus 
that most school districts send home with students and/or post on the school webpage. 
Additionally, FFVP schedules are rarely shared with teachers. In order to coordinate 
cross-promotion efforts effectively, reliable communication channels must be put in place 
so partners can be quickly notified of schedule changes or deviations.  
 Both retail managers and school FFVP staff thought that using seasonal produce 
would be helpful. Store managers specifically made the case for leveraging their ability to 
offer cheaper prices on seasonal produce. As price is a strong predictor of food 
purchases,148 making sure stores can offer FFVP items at a reasonable price may make 
families more likely to purchase FFVP. Planning FFVP menus based on season would be 
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beneficial would help to ensure that produce items are priced effectively. During 
interviews, FSDs were asked what factors they take into consideration when selecting 
FFVP items. Choosing items that were in season was one of the factors they often used to 
design their menus.  
In terms of differences among case groups, having bilingual materials was 
unique to retailers. Additionally, schools offered the widest variety of design/facilitator 
strategies, although it should be noted that only a few, or in some case just one 
participant, offered suggestions for a particular strategy. Having instructions for 
teachers and staff and targeting parents were unique themes for school FFVP staff. 
The strategy of targeting parents is of particular interest because fruit and vegetable 
intake among children is often reflective of the intake of their parents.100 Additionally, 
parents are ultimately the ones responsible for household food purchases, so targeting 
parents could increase the likelihood that FFVP items will end up in parents’ shopping 
carts.   
 
Domain:  Motivation to Create a PPP  
This domain described stakeholders’ motivations for starting a partnership 
between schools and grocery stores to promote fruit and vegetable consumption using the 
FFVP. Participants from each case group were asked what would motivate them to start a 
partnership with nearby retailers. The key themes emerging from this domain are 
summarized in Table 1. A summary of the benefits domain and themes and incidence 
data can be found in Table 10.  Domain themes are detailed below according to case 
group.   
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Table 10:  Motivation Domain Themes with Frequency Data  
Domain:  Motivation 
 
Willingness to start a partnership between schools and grocery stores to 
promote fruit and vegetable consumption 
 
Themes 
Retail Districts Schools 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=10) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=5) 
Code 
frequency 
Interview 
frequency 
(n=12) 
Improved health outcomes 
in children  
7 5 
50% 
2 2 
40% 
12 6 
50% 
Wanting to help the 
community 
7 3 
30% 
4 2 
40% 
2 2 
17% 
Wanting to expand the 
impact of the FFVP 
-- -- 2 2 
40% 
-- -- 
Being a low-burden 
partnership  
-- -- 2 2 
40% 
3 2 
17% 
 
Motivation:  Retail  
 Improved health outcomes in children was the most frequently occurring code 
among store managers (7 codes), and it was discussed by half of store managers, 
representing three of the four grocery chains (5 of 10 [50%]). During interviews, store 
managers described the types of food that children and teenagers purchase, or food items 
children ask their parents to purchase, which often consisted of chips and sugar-
sweetened beverages. Therefore, seeing children purchase and consume healthier items 
would motivate store managers to participate in a partnership with schools.   
For example, one manager shared:   
“What would motivate us? To me, being a father, it’s just seeing kids eat 
healthier. I see parents buying junk food galore, and then, they’re wondering why 
some of the kids are heavy set, and we struggle as a nation with proper nutrition. 
We don’t have that education to break that old habit [Store 603].”  
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The idea of wanting to help the community was a theme shared by managers 
from smaller, local and regional chains (3 of 10 [30%]). This theme referred to a desired 
to connect with and improve the community. These store managers described the positive 
feelings they received when helping members of their community, which in turn, 
motivated them to continue to work to improve the lives of community members.   
One store manager shared:  
“Well see I’m a little different from everybody else. I wake up motivated. It’s part 
of life. You only got one life to make a difference.  So I wake up motivated. I 
come to work motivated. My whole drive is to make a difference to someone’s 
life on a daily basis. And that is if I can help someone then I’ll help them [Store 
601].”   
 
 Another manager offered:  
 “I've been helping at other stores and it's something I enjoy because I don't 
know.  It makes you feel good when you're helping people out [Store 610].” 
 
Motivation:  Districts  
Motivation varied among district FFVP staff. District FSDs from the largest and 
the smallest school districts expressed being motivated by improved health outcomes in 
children (2 of 5 [20%]). Seeing children happy and thriving at school and eating 
healthier would encourage FSD to participate in a partnership with grocery stores to 
further promote healthy eating habits in children. One FSD expressed a collective benefit 
when children are healthy, stating:   
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“If we can get them eating healthier, we all benefit [District 500].”  
 
Wanting to help the community was the most frequently coded theme (4 codes) 
expressed by FSDs from the largest school districts (2 of 5 [40%]). FSD shared that they 
thought helping children and supporting programs that help children is the right thing to 
do. FSD also described the impact that school food programs have on students and 
families. Schools participating in the FFVP provide two meals and a snack during the 
school day, which can help families save money on weekly food costs.18 
One kitchen manager shared,  
“I think just having the love of what we do. That’s just our motivation to do 
everything we do. We know that what we’re doing makes a difference for kids 
and for families [District 500].”  
 
 Two district FSD stated that expanding the reach of the FFVP would motivate 
them to participate in a partnership with nearby grocery stores (2 of 10 [40%]). One FSD 
described that students often request for FFVP items. Being able to offer students 
additional opportunities to experience FFVP items would motivate her to participate in a 
partnership with stores.  
“I mean, to let them know that they can get what they have in the cafeteria. I 
mean, doing the FFVP, they can get it somewhere else as well. So that would be a 
big motivation. Because sometimes they want – or they say, oh, can I have it 
again next week? I say, no you can’t because we already placed an order for 
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something else and after it’s gone. So if they could get it somewhere else that 
could be good [District 200].” 
 
One FSD from the smallest school district shared that she would be motivated to 
start a partnership if it could tie into other school programs, such as a school garden. 
Additionally, if a partnership could help to expand the FFVP to other schools in the 
district that were currently not participating in the FFVP, that would motivate her to start 
a partnership with grocery stores. Currently, all but one school in the district participate 
in the FFVP. 
 Lastly, being a low burden partnership would motivate two FSDs, one from a 
lager school district and one from a smaller school district (2 of 5 [40%]). This theme 
referred to the idea of a partnership being easy to implement, not taking an excessive time 
or effort, or if additional help from others could be received. Both FSDs expressed 
interest in a partnership, but did not want to be the ones to initiate the program.   
One FSD expressed,  
“Somebody do it besides me [laughs].  No.  I’m sorry [District 100], while 
another shared, “I’m motivated.  I just need the leg work of it to be done [District 
300].” 
 
Motivation:  Schools  
 Improving health outcomes in children would motivate half of school FFVP 
staff, representing all school districts and both teachers and cafeteria managers (6 of 12 
[50%]). It was the most frequently occurring theme for this case group (12 codes). When 
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asked what would motivate her to start a partnership with grocery stores, one kitchen 
manager shared,  
“Eating healthy. I mean to be healthy, stay healthy. Yeah. I think that’s – if you’re 
healthy, you can do whatever you want.  So I think that’s the first part of anything 
[School 104].”   
 
One teacher expressed concern for her students’ eating behaviors at home and the 
impact their diets had on their performance at school as well as their physical and 
emotional well-being. As a middle school teacher, she shared that she frequently notices 
that her students put on weight between sixth and eighth grade and she attributed the 
weight gain to poor dietary choices. She stated that she was motivated to help teach her 
students healthy habits early in life so they can grow into healthy adults.   
“I really think that our kids are – not saying that all kids, but I just see so many – 
kids eat very differently from now than I did as a child. A lot of home cooked 
meals. A lot of – and I grew up in the same environment they did. And my mother 
just, she cooked and she made good food.  And it was – not only tasted good, but 
it was good for us. I just know my kids are going home and eating crap. And it’s 
really unfortunate.  And I cannot imagine how that effects their academics, their 
emotions, psychologically [School 301].” 
 
  Wanting to help the community was mentioned as a motivating factor among 
two school kitchen managers (2 of 12 [17%]). Both perceived supporting local businesses 
that support their schools as an opportunity to help the community thrive. This concept of 
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supporting local businesses has also been observed in recent trends in retail grocery store 
food sales, exhibited by increasing demands for locally-grown food.103    
One kitchen manager expressed,  
“Just knowing that – you know like I said – they support us, we support them 
locally. You know just good business [School 502].” 
 
  While almost all teachers perceived time/labor as a barrier to creating a 
partnership with stores, only one teacher expressed that being a low burden partnership 
would motivate her to participate. This teacher had previously emphasized the 
importance of not adding extra class-time responsibilities to their already full teaching 
schedules. If a partnership was easy to implement or did not take up too much of her class 
time, and if it was fun for her students, she would be motivated to participate in a 
partnership between schools and stores.   
“Again, if it was something quick because I – I mean I think that it’s helping the 
kids too and if it was something positive and fun for them, not just a boring 
worksheet, any of those things, that would motivate me to do it.  
 [School 201].”  
 
Additionally, one kitchen manager would be motivated to participate in a 
partnership as long as it did not require excess work outside of her normal work hours (2 
of 12 [8%]). 
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Motivation:  Cross-case synthesis  
Comparing themes within the motivation domain shows there was large 
variability among case groups in terms of what would motivate them to form a 
partnership with nearby schools/grocery stores. Wanting to help the community and 
improved health outcomes in children were themes that emerged across all case 
groups. The concept of motivation, termed cues to action in the HBM, refers to the 
internal and external events that encouraged individuals to act in a particular way.52 
Understanding some of the factors that motivation stakeholders to act is important in 
achieving buy in for a partnership with schools and stores. Framing messages that appeal 
to improving health outcomes, such as current rates of fruit and vegetable consumption 
and the relationship between childhood eating patterns and long-term health outcomes, 
may be helpful in establishing such partnerships between stores and schools.   
District and school FFVP personnel case groups both expressed motivation 
stemming from a partnership being a low-burden partnership. Understanding the time 
constraints that teachers and kitchen managers face during the school day and finding 
strategies that are feasible for school FFVP staff to implement will likely motivate school 
FFVP staff to participate. Appealing to the factors that motivate teachers and kitchen 
managers will be critical to implementing a successful partnership as these stakeholders 
will likely be responsible for communicating a program to students and parents. 
Providing teachers with technical assistance and support may help to ease the burden of a 
partnership and make school FFVP staff more willing to participate. Additionally, school 
FFVP-staff should be involved in the planning and implementation of a partnership to 
ensure the staff burden is kept to a minimum. Wanting to expand the impact of the 
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FFVP was unique to district FFVP staff. District staff were particularly interested in 
opportunities to expand the program to other schools in the district or to offer students 
additional opportunities to experience FFVP items. As schools have to apply to the 
program on an annual basis, a partnership with grocery stores could help build a case for 
future applications and ensure program sustainability.   
Domain: Determining Success of a PPP 
The determining success domain describes how stakeholders would determine if a 
partnership between schools and grocery stores to promote fruits and vegetables is having 
an impact on predicted outcomes. Six strategies for measuring the impact of a partnership 
emerged across all case groups. These themes have been previously summarized in Table 
3 (page XX).  As the purpose of this interview question was to gain general ideas for how 
to evaluate a partnership between schools and stores and not the difference in evaluation 
strategies, themes are summarized collectively among case groups.   
Using store data  
 Using store data was the most frequently expressed theme in the determining 
success domain (34 codes), and all three case groups listed some type of store metric as a 
way to measure the impact of a partnership between schools and stores. As would be 
expected, the majority of store managers (7 of 10 [70%]) described strategies for using 
store data. Participants perceived using store data in a variety of ways, including 
changing in the amount of produce sold in terms of counts or tonnage, changes in sales or 
revenue, changes in the number of customers in the store, changes in the number of 
customers checking out, changes in the top items sold, the type of payment methods, and 
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using frequent shopper cards. As explained by one manager, store have a variety of 
different metrics they are tracking on a daily basis:  
“We could tell you what we sell.  I could tell you he sold 15 pounds of Roma 
tomatoes on the vine yesterday.  We can tell you how many customers walked in 
our door yesterday, exact how many customers walked in the door.  We can tell 
you how many customers checked out yesterday, and our goal, so we have that 
technology.  Technology will tell us – I can look at my computer right now telling 
me I had 55 more customers ring up through my front registers than I did last year 
[Store 605].” 
 
Previous studies evaluating the impact of the FFVP have relied on food frequency 
questionnaires and 24-hour recalls measuring consumption in children.16,27-30 While these 
methods assess the impact of the FFVP, they are not used to measure the potential reach 
of the FFVP, or the influence the FFVP has on additional food environments, such as the 
home food environment or the retail environment. Using store data could be an additional 
method for determining program reach and degree of impact. However, a few store 
managers offered caution when relying on changes in revenue or tonnage when using 
store data, stating that it would take a large shift in purchasing behaviors to notice a 
change and to attribute the change to the program. One store manager offered:  
“We already move so much tonnage. I mean, they would really have to come and 
say, they’re offering cucumbers this week at school and I went through a pallet, 
an extra pallet of cucumbers. Then I could say, wow, it’s – but if it ends up being 
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two or three cases of cucumbers, because that’s 150 kids came in and they all 
bought one cucumber, then it’s two cases of cucumbers [Store 609].” 
  
Another manager explained that it would difficult to link changes in purchases to a cross-
promotion program because there are many factors that can cause a spike in sales:    
“If it’s like a quarter of a case, you wouldn’t call that very much 
movement. You’d just say it’s called a spike in sales. The weather’s starting to 
change now, so people’s buying habits are starting to change. So right now you 
wouldn’t be able to tell which one it was [Store 607].” 
 
Due to the large volume that would be necessary to attribute a change in purchases to the 
FFVP, and the multitude of factors that can also lead to fluctuations in sales, such as 
changes in season, weekly specials, holidays and special events, these potential 
confounders would have to be carefully accounted for and supported with alternative 
measurement sources.  
 
In terms of shopper cards, one teacher described that stores could use store 
shopper cards to link families to stores in order to see who is participating in the program, 
among other metrics:   
“So if they have their tags and they’re using them, we can see what they’re 
purchasing and what they’re not purchasing and how much and the quantity of the 
revenue from that. . . And then you’re gonna be looking at how much they’re 
spending.  And you also may be looking at what kind of revenue they’re 
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using.  Are they using cash?  Are they using credit?  Or are they using food 
stamps [School 202].” 
 
Hearing feedback from students, parents, customers, or partners  
Hearing feedback from students, parents, customers, or partners was the second 
most prevalent theme (22 codes), occurring across all case groups.  While it was 
perceived as a more subjective way to determine success, store managers and FFVP staff 
often rely on direct feedback from customers in their daily operations. During interviews, 
kitchen managers often shared stores of the types of things students discussed when 
walking through the lunch line.   
One kitchen manager offered: 
“I mean we hear all the gossip. I always say, you want to know something, come 
to the cafeteria. Oh, they tell you everything and they don’t censor.  So – but you 
gotta love it because they’re just telling you from their heart whether it’s good or 
bad. You just listen [School 502].”   
 
A few store managers (4 of 10 [40%]) stated that they would notice an impact if 
customers asked questions about cross-promotion signs, which would indicate that they 
noticed the promotions in stores, or if customers started asking for specific FFVP items in 
the store. Two FSDs (2 of 5 [40%]) also said they could talk directly to store managers to 
see if they heard any comments from parents or families shopping in their stores.    
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Using surveys in schools  
 Districts and schools will often survey parents and students for feedback on 
school food programs such as the NSLP or SBP, though not all schools or districts use 
surveys. Almost all FSD (4 of 5 [80%]) suggested using surveys to measure the impact of 
a partnership with grocery stores.   
For example, one FSD offered:       
“Well, I think – I mean, we’re school districts. We test everything or survey 
everything. So probably some kind of a survey of – probably tied to the survey we 
currently do of, at any of our local stores have you ever seen signs about your 
school and – regarding any fresh fruits and vegetables you’ve consumed in the 
year.  Something like that, I guess [District 100].” 
  
A few school FFVP staff also discussed surveys (2 of 12 [17%]); however, they 
were hesitant to rely on survey data. One teacher cautioned directly soliciting students to 
determine the impact of a partnership, offering,  
“These kids can’t really fill out surveys and do different things. And if you ask 
them questions, if they sat in an interview like this, they’re gonna tell you what 
you wanna hear [School 201].”   
 
A district manager shared that surveying parents can be equally challenging, stating,  
“And then maybe even do a parent survey, which I know would not be very 
reliable or – you would – it’s kind of hard [District 500].” 
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Observing a new customer profile  
 Some store managers (4 of 10 [40%]) stated that seeing a new profile of 
customers would indicate that a partnership with schools is working. Also, if teachers or 
the school principal started shopping at the grocery store to promote the program, that 
would also indicate a program is having success.   
One store manager offered,  
“Another way will be change of new people and traffic.  You have to see different 
faces.  I want all the teachers in my location.  I want the principal of the school on 
that locations of [name of grocery store] [Store 602].” 
 
Using tickets, tokens or games 
 A few school and district FFVP personnel suggested using games or contest to 
measure the impact of a partnership.  For example, on FDS shared the following:  
“We might be able to create some fun games or something like that, tokens where 
kids drop off a token in a bucket someplace in the produce section.  We could 
create contests I’m sure along the way.  As a way of trying to develop some type 
of measurement but I don’t – that would be tricky [District 300].”  
  
 One teacher suggested stores place cards or tickets in the produce section at 
grocery stores that student could pick up with they find FFVP items.  They could return 
cards or tickets to their teacher, trading them for some sort of incentive, such as a pencil 
or sticker.  Then teachers could report back how many cards or tickets they received.   
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Using food waste/consumption  
 Finally, school FFVP personnel from three school districts (3 of 12 [25%]) stated 
they would use changes in food waste or consumption to determine if a partnership 
with grocery stores was having an impact. For example, one kitchen manager offered,  
“If I see them eating it and not throwing it.  Here, if we notice, oh wow, they’re 
not throwing the stuff, the teachers will be like, yeah, they like it. That’s how we 
would know [School 302].” 
 
 Due to the recent changes in school meal program, plate waste, particularly from 
fruits and vegetables, has been a topic of concern.93 While no studies have assessed waste 
associated with the FFVP, a few studies have evaluated changes in waste associated with 
the new NSLP meal patterns. A study conducted by Amin et al., found increases in plate 
associated with changes to school meal requirements,153 while Bontrager et al., did 
observe increases in plate waste as a result of the new school meal requirements.154 One 
kitchen manager shared that she has observed changes in food waste during lunch in 
recent years.  
“If they don’t say, oh, my God, I don’t want that, then it goes on the plate. But 
inevitably it goes in the trash. But they’re doing better. They’re – I’ve noticed 
they’re doing better. Like when we started serving broccoli once a week, they 
were like, eww. But now I’ve noticed there’s – we’re using more. The kids are 
actually eating it because I come out here and look [School 101].” 
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Tracking changes in fruit and vegetable waste associated with the FFVP as well the SBP 
or NSLP could be an innovative way to measure the extent to which a partnership could 
be extending the reach of the FFVP.  
Role of SNAP Ed   
In addition to determining perceptions on cross-promoting FFVP items in schools 
and grocery stores among each case group, this study also aimed to determine the role 
that SNAP-Ed could play in facilitating a partnership between schools in stores. While 
most retailers were familiar with SNAP (or “Food Stamps” or the “EBT” program), none 
of the store or produce managers were familiar with the SNAP-Ed Program. Among 
district FFVP personnel, some FSDs were well aware of the SNAP-Ed program and the 
resources available through SNAP-Ed providers. One FFVP director mentioned the 
information they received about SNAP-Ed resources at their FFVP training, sharing:  
“And I know that we can use some of their supplies, but I went to training for the 
Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program. They have blow-up balloons, jumping 
machines, and all this other neat stuff that was only for the schools that 
participated in the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program [District 400]. 
 
School FFVP personnel were less aware of SNAP-Ed resources and were unsure 
if there were any teachers or individuals at their school taking advantage of such 
resources. For example, one school FFVP staff member offered,  
“I never heard of the SNAP-Ed. I’m not saying we don’t have it. Maybe in some 
of our schools, but none of the schools I’ve ever worked at [School 502].”   
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Additionally, school FFVP personnel had difficulty differentiating between 
materials and support provided through SNAP-Ed, and materials provided and offered by 
the district. Some school districts provide their own nutrition education materials, such as 
FFVP nutrition education cards and nutrition education posters, which are likely similar 
in content to SNAP-Ed materials, making it difficult to distinguish between the two 
programs. For example, one FFVP staff member described the education activities 
provided by their school district,  
“Not from SNAP-Ed, but I know our school district does it.  Our dietitians teach 
in our classrooms three to four days a week [School 502].”  
 
Districts and schools often receive promotional materials such as FFVP snack bags and 
posters from ADE as well. One FSD thought SNAP-Ed could play a role in creating a 
partnership between schools and stores to cross-promote FFVP items, offering,  
“If they could provide some funding for the signage or things like that.  That 
would be great [District 500],” and, “And they may have contacts with the stores 
because I know they have done things in stores in the past [District 500].  
 
Due to the limited awareness of SNAP-Ed among stakeholders, most participants 
were unable to offer insight on the role SNAP-Ed could play in creating a partnership 
between school and stores. Based on the overall perceptions among stakeholder groups, 
we offer suggestions for a potential role that SNAP-Ed could play in such a partnership. 
While more awareness is needed regarding the services offered through SNAP-Ed, there 
is significant potential for SNAP-Ed to serve as a partner and/or a facilitator in extending 
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the reach of the FFVP by partnering schools with nearby grocery stores to cross-promote 
fruit and vegetable consumption in children. For example, SNAP-Ed could serve as a 
linking partner, helping connect schools and stores by locating potential partnership sites, 
facilitating partnership introductions, assisting in developing partner roles, helping to 
manager and delegate partner responsibilities, establishing channels of communication, 
and ensuring that schools and stores remain connected and have adequate resources for 
carrying out partnership goals. Additionally, as suggested by a district FFVP staff 
member, SNAP-Ed could provide store signage or other promotional materials to market 
the FFVP in stores, and promote retail stores in FFVP schools. SNAP-Ed could also help 
to provide technical assistance to teachers and cafeteria managers in schools to help 
minimize staff burden and time/labor requirements, which were expressed as barriers to 
implementing a partnership with stores. These strategies would align with the recent 
improvements in SNAP-Ed guidelines to focus on policy, system, and environmental 
change efforts to encourage healthy food selection among SNAP participants.38 
Additionally, serving as a catalyst to create partnerships between schools and stores 
combines two of the four focus areas within SNAP-Ed in Arizona: enhancing the food 
system and school health.155  
Summary   
 This chapter described themes that emerged from semi-structured interviews with 
retail managers, district FFVP personnel, and school FFVP personnel.  Themes were 
organized according to the six domains stemming from the HBM and research questions. 
These six domains included initial impressions, benefits, barriers, strategies, motivation, 
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and determining success. Themes within each domain were defined and summarized 
according to case group for HBM constructs including benefits, barriers, strategies (self-
efficacy) and motivations (cues to action). Key takeaways from this chapter are also 
summarized by domain.  
Benefits 
Increased sales, enhanced public relations with the community and extending the 
reach of the FFVP were three themes within the benefits domain, and all three case 
groups discussed these themes. Increased sales were viewed as a benefit in a variety of 
contexts, including increased sales due to customers picking up un-planned item during 
their shopping trip.  
Barriers  
 All case groups discussed promoting pricey produce, time/labor needing approval 
and lack of mutual benefit. Teachers were uniquely concerned with the time commitment 
that a partnership would require; other case groups and cafeteria managers did not foresee 
a time burden associated with a partnership. Lack of communication among partners a 
unique perceived barrier among store managers, and inadequate access to grocery stores 
and getting students to try new items were unique themes among school FFVP staff.  
Strategies 
 Implementation was divided into two sub-categories:  initiation strategies and 
design/facilitator strategies. In terms of initiation strategies, obtaining approval and 
connecting with partners were discussed among all three case groups. FFVP staff saw 
leveraging existing resources as a strategy to initiate a PPP between stores and schools. 
Communicating among partners was the only design/facilitator strategy that was similar 
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across all case groups. Using seasonal produce was expressed among retailers and school 
FFVP staff.  
Motivation  
Wanting to help the community and improved health outcomes were two 
motivation factors that resonated with all case groups. Being a low-burden partnership 
would motivate both district and school FFVP staff to participate in such a program. 
Extending the reach of the FVVP was unique to distinction FFVP staff.  
Determining success  
  A variety of methods were suggested for measuring the success of a partnership 
between FFVP school and nearby grocery stores. Both qualitative and quantitative data 
should be used to demine the impact of a partnership and the degree to which the FFVP 
extends beyond schools, including store data, such as changes in sales or quantities of 
produce sold; surveys with parents and students; and changes in food waste.  
Based on the researchers’ background and professional experience, three study 
assumptions were presented at the beginning of the study. First, it was assumed that 
benefits and barriers would differ among case groups as each case group had unique 
roles, responsibilities, duties, and job descriptions. Previous qualitative studies evaluating 
stakeholder perceptions with school food programs, such as the SBP, did evaluate 
perceptions based on case group. This study was uniquely designed to compare 
similarities and differences in perceptions across case groups. These findings suggest that 
while there were similarities in terms of perceived benefits and barriers to a partnership 
between school FFVP staff and stores, differences were observed among case groups, 
supporting this initial assumption. Second, it was assumed that factors that would 
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motivate stakeholders to partake in a partnership would also vary among case groups. 
This assumption was also supported by these research findings as well. Lastly, given the 
cross-over between school and school districts in terms of scope of practice, it was 
assumed that there would be more similarities in themes among district FFVP staff and 
school FFVP staff across study domains.  However, perceptions among domains varied 
among all case groups. For example, in terms of benefits, retailers and school FFVP staff 
had more commonalities compared to school and district FFVP staff. In terms of 
motivation, schools and districts had more themes in common than retail managers and 
district FFVP staff or retail managers and school FFVP staff. Therefore, study findings 
did not support this assumption. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS  
Schools and grocery stores have been identified as key venues for interventions to 
increase fruit and vegetable consumption among children as current intakes fall vastly 
short of recommendations.12,103 Additionally, the home environment plays an important 
role in children’s consumption of fruits and vegetables since children’s intakes are 
strongly predicted by the intakes of their parents. Integrating multiple layers of the SEM 
could lend to more effective intervention strategies for increasing fruit and vegetable 
consumption. A partnership between schools and grocery stores is an innovative way to 
extend the reach of the FFVP to additional layers of the SEM, including retail and home 
environments. The purpose of this multicase study was to describe key stakeholders’ 
perceptions about creating PPPs between schools and nearby retailers to cross-promote 
fruits and vegetables in low-income communities, using the FFPV. 
Constructs from the HBM were used to explore stakeholder perceptions about 
creating a PPP between schools and grocery stores to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption in children. Before individuals take action, they tend to weight the cost and 
benefits of taking action. Increasing perceived benefits and decreasing perceived barriers, 
should increase the likelihood of taking a given health action.52 Similarly, stakeholders 
and schools and stores consider benefits and barriers to creating a PPP. Decreasing 
barriers, such as promoting pricey produce, time and labor commitments, and 
communication obstacles, and highlighting the benefits of a partnership, such as 
improving store sales and extending the reach of the FFVP, could advance the creation 
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and implementation of a partnership. Further, understanding the factors that motivate 
stakeholders, improving health outcomes and wanting to expand the reach of the FFVP, 
may increase the likelihood that a stakeholder will participate in such a partnership.  
In general, stakeholders from grocery stores, school districts, and schools had 
positive perceptions about creating a partnership and view it as a feasible strategy 
increasing fruit and vegetable consumption in children. A PPP could work to improve 
parent’s awareness of what items are being offered at school, leading them to purchase 
more FFVP items at the grocery store, which could ultimately lead to increased 
consumption at home. The goal of the FFVP is to expand the variety of produce children 
experience in an effort to increase consumption rates. One way the program does this is 
through offering not-so-common fruits and vegetables. While the use of such items has 
been suggested to improve produce preferences,117 such promotions could create a 
financial burden for parents at the grocery store, and limit the impact of a partnership 
between schools and grocery stores. Coordinating FFVP schedules to seasonal produce 
will likely make it more feasible to purchasing FFVP items at the grocery store. 
The USDA encourages FFVP-participating schools to create partnerships with a 
variety of organizations to help implement and operate the program. The impact of such 
partnerships has never been measured. Due to concerns expressed with both objective 
and subject forms of measurement, a combination of measurement methods should be 
used to determine the effectiveness of partnerships and cross-promotion strategies. 
Tracking store metrics alone may not capture the impact of a partnership as some 
measure, such as changes in sales or tonnage, would require a significant influx to rule 
out confounding factors, such sales increases due to weekly store sales or holidays. 
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Validated surveys measuring changes in consumption could provide further evidence of a 
partnership impact, as well as changes in food waste associated with the FFVP.   
Generalizations, Assumptions, and Implementation Hypotheses for Further Testing    
Since all case groups perceived that a PPP would be feasible and easy to 
implement, the next likely step in this research is to pilot the development of a PPP with 
FFVP-participating schools and nearby grocery stores. Given the findings from this 
research study, the following generalizations, assumptions and hypotheses should be 
considered when designing and implementing a pilot study:  
1. If stores selected for a pilot partnership are located in areas with multiple 
school districts, then they may be limited in their ability to measure the 
effectiveness of an intervention because it will be more difficult to link 
customers to specific schools and schools might have competing FFVP 
schedules. We hypothesize that partnerships that involve grocery stores with 
no more than two schools nearby, within the same school district, will be 
more effective than grocery stores with multiple school and school districts in 
the surrounding area.   
2. We hypothesize that an initial meeting to establish roles and responsibilities 
will be necessary between the district and school level FFVP personnel and 
retail store and produce managers for creating a successful partnership. 
Further, if needing approval is a barrier to creating a partnership, then 
including individuals who would need to give approval for such a partnership, 
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such as school principals or district FFVP staff, in an initial partners meeting 
may help to facilitate a partnership. 
3. We hypothesize that the SNAP-Ed program is uniquely suited to serve as a 
liaison between grocery stores and schools in implementing a partnership. If 
SNAP-Ed serves as a liaison, then they could help partners to establish roles 
including how and when the FFVP schedule will be communicated to stores, 
the types of in-store promotions to be used, responsibilities for creating and 
funding in-store promotions, and ways in which the partnership will be 
communicated and promoted in schools and to parents.  
4. If teachers are limited in their time in and out of class, then they will need 
additional support for promoting and measuring the impact of a partnership. 
We hypothesize that 1) teachers will be more likely to use partnership 
materials (such as promotional messages and measurement activities) that 
have been developed for them than materials they must develop themselves; 
2) teachers will be more likely to use and disseminate partnership materials if 
they are involved in the development of such materials; 3) teachers will be 
more likely to deliver partnership materials if they are given clear instructions 
and strategies on how to do so.   
5. We hypothesize that promoting produce that is out of season or expensive to 
procure will create a financial burden on parents or caregivers. Therefore, 
developing ways to manage the promotion of these items, such as 
coordinating FFVP schedules with the season or existing grocery store 
promotions, could improve the effectiveness of a partnership.   
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6. If sales data is vulnerable to a variety of factors that could cause data 
fluctuations, then multiple measurement techniques will be needed to measure 
the impact of a partnership, including store sales, customer surveys, 
stakeholder interviews, and changes in food waste at school. We hypothesize 
that using sales data alone will not capture the impact of a partnership or 
cross-promotion strategies.  
7. We hypothesize that using the guiding principles from the American Society 
for Nutrition’s actionable framework for PPPs for food and nutrition 
research,108 when implementing a PPP between schools and nearby stores will 
create a more successful and mutually-beneficial partnership.  
Leveraging resources from both public and private sectors within communities, such as 
schools, grocery stores and SNAP-Ed programs, could help amplify the impact of the 
FFVP by extending its reach to food environments beyond schools and improve fruit and 
vegetable consumption among children. Further research should test this amplification 
impact and the effectiveness of a PPP between schools and grocery stores.  
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School Food Program Participation Study 
Retail Store Managers Invite Letter 
 
Calling Script 
 
Hi my name is Jessie Green and I am a doctoral student at Arizona State 
University. Our research team is conducting a study to assess the impact of 
school food programs on grocery store sales. <name of store> was randomly 
selected to participate in our study. I am trying to contact the retail manager of 
the <name of store> located at <store address> to discuss our research study.   
What is the best way to contact this person?  Does this person have an e-mail 
address or direct phone number?   
 
If transferred to direct line:   
 
Hi <Name of manager>.  My name is Jessie Green and I am a research 
associate and doctoral student at Arizona State University.  Our research team is 
conducting a study to assess the impact of school food programs on grocery 
store sales and your store was randomly selected to participate in our project. Is 
this a good time to discuss our project with you, or is there a better time to call 
back? Or if you would like, I can send the information about our project via e-
mail.  
• If VIA E-MAIL, send e-mail message below.  
• If LATER: 
o When would be a better time to call?  
 Write down name of call and proceed with the rest of the script 
then.  
o Thank you for your time, I look forward to talking to you on <day and 
time discussed>.  
• If NOW, proceed with script below. 
o Great, let me start by telling you a little bit about our project.   
o We know that healthy children grow into healthy adults; however, 
the vast majority of school-aged children do not consume the 
recommended amount of fruits and vegetables. Therefore, finding 
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strategies to increase fruit and vegetable consumption in kids is a 
public health priority.  
o The purpose of our project is to determine how grocery stores can 
develop partnerships with nearby schools to cross-promote fruit and 
vegetables.  
o I am wondering if you would be willing to participate in our research 
study to discuss your thoughts and ideas about cross-promotion 
strategies.   
o Participation in the study would involve an in-person interview with 
you and the produce manager at <store name>, located at <store 
address>.   
o The interview will take approximately one hour to complete.   
o Participation in the study is completely voluntary and all of your 
responses will be kept confidential and pooled with responses from 
other store and produce managers in the area.  
o We will never release personal identifiers that would link your 
responses to your grocery store.  
o Each participant will receive a $25 cash incentive for participating in 
the study. 
o If applicable, I have already been in contact with <name of corporate 
contact> at the corporate office who has approved your participation 
in our project.  
 
Is this something you would be willing to help us with?   
• If YES 
o Great, thank you so much for agreeing to participate! 
o I would like to set up a time to conduct the interview. Do you have a 
date or time in mind or would you like to contact me once you’ve had 
the chance to coordinate with the produce manager at <name of 
store>? 
 If YES 
• Ok great, what date and time works best?  
• I am happy to come to your office for the interview. Would 
this be a suitable meeting location? 
• Is there an e-mail address I can send a confirmation of our 
appointment?  
• Thank you for your time, I look forward to meeting you on 
<date and time of meeting>.   
 If NO, needs to coordinate 
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• Ok great, let me give you my contact information.   
• Thank you for your time, I look forward to hearing from you  
• If NO 
o Do you mind me asking why you will not be able to participate? 
o Thank you for your time, I appreciate your feedback.  Have a great 
day.   
 
If provided e-mail address, send the following message:  
 
Invite letter/e-mail 
 
Dear <name of retail manager>: 
 
I received you contact information from XX (name of person or place that 
provided e-mail address).  My name is Jessie Green and I am a research 
associate and doctoral student at Arizona State University, under the guidance of 
Dr. Punam Ohri-Vachaspati.  Our research team is conducting a study to assess 
the impact of school food programs on grocery store sales. <name of store> was 
randomly selected to participate in our project.  
 
We know that healthy children grow into healthy adults; however, the vast 
majority of school-aged children do not consume the recommended amount of 
fruits and vegetables. Therefore, finding strategies to increase fruit and vegetable 
consumption in kids is a public health priority. The goal of our project is to 
determine how grocery stores can develop partnerships with nearby schools to 
cross-promote fruit and vegetables.  
 
The purpose of this e-mail is to see if you would be willing to participate in our 
research study to discuss your thoughts and ideas about cross-promotion 
strategies. Participation in the study involves an in-person interview with you and 
the produce manager at <store name>, located at <store address>. The interview 
will take approximately one hour to complete. Participation in the study is 
completely voluntary and all of your responses will be kept confidential and 
pooled with responses from other retail and produce managers in the area. We 
will never release personal identifiers that would link your responses to your 
grocery store. Each participant will receive a $25 cash incentive for participating 
in the study. <If applicable, I have already been in contact with <name of 
corporate contact> at the corporate office who has approved your participation in 
our project.> 
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If you could reply by XX to let us know if you are willing to participate in our 
study, we would greatly appreciate it.   
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact me at 
jegreen7@asu.edu (phone: 505-980-5971).  Thank you for your consideration, I 
look forward to hearing from you.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jessie Green      
Project Manager       
School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, ASU   
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School Food Program Participation Study 
District FFVP Contact Invite Letter 
 
Dear <name of District FFVP Contact>: 
 
I received your contact information from Michael Soto, the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program Specialist at the Arizona Department of Education.  My name 
is Jessie Gruner and I am a research associate and doctoral student at Arizona 
State University, working under the guidance of Dr. Punam Ohri-Vachaspati. Our 
research team is working with the Maricopa County Department of Public Health 
and the Arizona Department of Education to conduct a research study assessing 
the impact of school food programs on grocery store sales. <name of school> 
was randomly selected to participate in our research study. One more school 
from your district may be randomly selected to participate in the study at a later 
date as well. The goal of our project is to determine how schools can develop 
partnerships with nearby grocery stores to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption in children.  
 
The purpose of this e-mail is to invite you to participate in our research study to 
discuss your thoughts and ideas about promotion strategies. Participation in the 
study involves an in-person interview, which will take approximately 1 hour to 
complete.  Participation in the study is completely voluntary and all of your 
responses will be kept confidential and pooled with responses from other Food 
Service Directors in the area. We will never release personal identifiers that 
would link your responses to your district or to <name of school>. Participants 
will receive a $25 gift card for participating in the study.  
 
Additionally, we are looking to conduct an in-person interview with the individual 
in charge of overseeing the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program at <name of 
school>. We are hoping that you can connect us with this individual by providing 
us with their name and contact information.  
 
We would greatly appreciate your reply by XX letting us know your 
willingness to participate in our study.  You can send your response by 
replying to this email and completing the brief form below.   
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If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact me at 
jegreen7@asu.edu (phone: 505-980-5971). Thank you for your consideration, I 
look forward to hearing from you.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jessie Green      
Project Manager      
School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, ASU   
 
 
Response form for participation 
 
[  ]  Yes, I am willing to participate in the study. 
  
The following three dates and times work for me 
 
Option 1:  
 
Option 2:  
 
Option 3:    
 
 
Name and contact information for the FFVP person at <School Name> 
  
 Name:  
 
 Contact information:    
  
OR  
  
[  ] I am not available to participate in the study.  
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School Food Program Participation Study 
School FFVP Contact 
 
Calling Script 
 
Hi <name of School FFVP Contact> 
 
I received your contact information from <name of District FFVP Contact>. My 
name is Jessie Green and I am a research associate and doctoral student at 
Arizona State University. Our research team is conducting a study to assess the 
impact of school food programs on grocery store sales. <name of school> was 
randomly selected to participate in our project. Is this a good time to discuss our 
project with you, or is there a better time to call back? Or if you would like, I can 
send the information about our project via e-mail.  
• If VIA E-MAIL, send e-mail message below.  
• If LATER: 
o When would be a better time to call?  
 Write down name of call and proceed with the rest of the script 
then.  
o Thank you for your time, I look forward to talking to you on <day and 
time discussed>.  
• If NOW, proceed with script below. 
o Great, let me start by telling you a little bit about our project.   
o The purpose of our project is to determine how schools can develop 
partnerships with nearby grocery stores to cross-promote fruits and 
vegetables. 
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o I am wondering if you would be willing to participate in our research 
study to discuss your thoughts and ideas about cross-promotion 
strategies.   
o Participation would involve an in-person interview with you, which 
will take approximately one hour to complete.  
o Participation in the study is completely voluntary and all of your 
responses will be kept confidential and pooled with responses from 
other schools in the area.   
o We will never release personal identifiers that would link your 
responses to your school or district.  
o Participants will receive a $25 gift certificate for participating in the 
study.  
o I have already been in contact with <name of District FFVP 
Contact>, who will also be completing an in-person interview. 
 
Is this something you would be willing to help us with?   
• If YES 
o Great, thank you so much for agreeing to participate! 
o I would like to set up a time to conduct the interview. Do you have a 
date or time that would work best for you to complete the interview?  
 If YES 
• Ok great, what date and time works best?  
• I am happy to come to your office for the interview.  Would 
this be a suitable meeting location? 
• Is there an e-mail address I can send a confirmation of our 
appointment?  
• Thank you for your time, I look forward to meeting you on 
<date and time of meeting>.   
 If NO, needs to check schedule  
• Ok great, let me give you my contact information.   
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• Thank you for your time, I look forward to hearing from you  
• If NO 
o Do you mind me asking why you will not be able to participate? 
o Thank you for your time, I appreciate your feedback.  Have a great 
day.   
 
If provided e-mail address, send the following message:  
 
Invite letters/e-mails 
Dear <name of School FFVP Contact>: 
 
My name is Jessie Green and we spoke a few moments ago about a research 
study being conducted by Arizona State University. I am a research associate 
and doctoral student at ASU working under the guidance of Dr. Punam Ohri-
Vachaspati. Our research team is conducting a study to assess the impact of 
school food programs on grocery store sales. <name of school> was randomly 
selected to participate in our research study. The goal of our project is to 
determine how schools can develop partnerships with nearby grocery stores to 
cross-promote fruit and vegetables. 
 
The purpose of this e-mail is to see if you would be willing to participate in our 
research study to discuss your thoughts and ideas about cross-promotion 
strategies. Participation in the study involves an in-person interview, which will 
take approximately one hour to complete. Participation in the study is completely 
voluntary and all of your responses will be kept confidential and pooled with 
responses from other schools in the area. We will never release personal 
identifiers that would link your responses to your school or district. Each 
participant will receive a $25 gift card for participating in the study. I have already 
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been in contact with <name of District FFVP Contact>, who will also be 
completing an in-person interview. 
 
If you could reply by XX to let us know if you are willing to participate in our 
study, we would greatly appreciate it.   
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact me at 
jegreen7@asu.edu (phone: 505-980-5971).  Thank you for your consideration, I 
look forward to hearing from you.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jessie Green      
Project Manager       
School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, ASU   
 
 
 
Dear Principal:   
 
My name is Jessie Green and I am a research associate and doctoral student at 
Arizona State University, under the guidance of Dr. Punam Ohri-Vachaspati. Our 
research team is conducting a study to assess the impact of school food 
programs on grocery store sales and <name of school> was randomly selected 
to participate in our project.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to obtain your permission to involve <name of 
school> in our research study. Participation in the study will consist of a 
structured interview with ta staff member familiar with the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program, such as a kitchen manager, teacher or yourself as the 
school Principal. Additionally, we would like to recruit a group of parents who 
have children attending your school to participate in a one-hour focus group, in 
which we will ask them questions about school food programs and their grocery 
shopping behaviors.  
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Participation in the structured interview and the focus group will be completely 
voluntary and all responses will be kept confidential. All of the data we gather 
from participants will be pooled with other schools participating in the study. The 
names of individuals or schools will never be published in any of our research 
reports or findings. Our research team will be responsible for scheduling and 
designing the materials for the interviews and the focus group. Your role would 
be to help distribute our recruitment materials, such as sending a flyer home to 
parents, and if needed, provide a space, such as the cafeteria or a classroom, to 
conduct the focus group. 
 
We appreciate your consideration of our research study. If you could let us know 
at your earliest convenience if you will allow your school to participate in our 
study, we would greatly appreciate it.  
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact me at 
jegreen7@asu.edu (phone: 505-980-5971).   
 
Thank you for your time, I look forward to hearing from you.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jessie Green      
Project Manager    
School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, ASU   
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FFVP Interview Guide 
Retail store/produce managers 
 
A. Verbal consent 
 
Store Code:____________      Date:___________________ 
 
Thank you for joining us today; we appreciate the time and effort you are making to participate in 
today’s interview. My name is _____ and I am part of a research study being conducted by researchers 
at Arizona State University. The purpose of this interview is to learn about your opinions and ideas about 
how grocery stores can work with schools to promote the sales of fruits and vegetables in stores 
through the use of school food programs.  
 
As a reminder, this interview is confidential. Throughout the discussion, you will only be called by your 
first name to keep your identity confidential. Neither your name nor the store name will ever be 
associated with any of your answers. Your answers will be combined with all of the other store 
owners’/managers’ responses. The results of this study will be used in reports, presentations, or 
publications but your name will never be known. Your participation is completely voluntary and you can 
stop the interview or decide not to answer any question for any reason; there are no right or wrong 
answers. You must be 18 years or older to participate.  If you agree to participate, you will receive a $25 
cash incentive as a token of our appreciation. Should we proceed with the interview? (If YES, continue).   
 
I also want you to know that ______ is here to take notes on our discussion today. I would also like to 
record our interview. The purpose of the recording is to help the note taker in case there is a response 
that they do not fully capture. The recording will not be shared with anyone and again all of your 
responses are confidential.  Are you okay with having the interview audio‐recorded? (If YES, proceed 
with the interview; if NO, still proceed with the interview; instruct the note taker to state when they need 
more time to capture a response and briefly pause before proceeding to the next question during the 
interview).  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of 
this study, you may contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, through the 
ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965‐6788. (Show participant study information 
sheet and point out IRB and study contact information at the bottom). Great, let’s get started. 
 
Turn on tape recorder, state the date, your name and store ID number.  
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Start time:   ___:___ 
 
This interview is organized into two parts.  Part 1 will be a brief oral survey where we are looking to 
gather some basic information about your position and awareness of school food programs.  Then we 
will transition to Part 2 where we will ask you some more open-ended questions about your ideas and 
perceptions about fruits and vegetable promotion strategies. 
Throughout the interview it is important to get input from both of you so if you could each contribute 
when answering a question, that would be great. I will from time to time ask each of you to expand or 
to add input.  
 
B. Oral Survey 
 
I’m going to start by asking a few questions about your position at <name of company>. 
 
1. Can you each tell us a little about your position at <name of grocery store>? 
 
2.  How long have you been in your position?  
 
Store Manager  
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
Produce Manager  
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years 
3. How long have you been with the company?  
 
Store Manager  
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
Produce Manager  
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
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Awareness of the FFVP 
 
Great, thanks for sharing.  Now I’m going to shift gears and ask some questions about schools 
around your store and school meal programs within those schools.  
 
4. Do you know which elementary schools are located close to <name of grocery store>? 
 
i. If NEEDED:  
1. Elementary schools are for younger children, so Kindergarten through 5th 
grade or Kindergarten through 8th grade.  
 
ii. If UNSURE:  
1. I believe <name of school> is the closest elementary school to your store.   
 
5. I’m going to read a list of school food programs offered at elementary schools, can you 
tell me if you have heard of each program I read?  You can respond with a yes, no, or I 
don’t know for each.  
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6. (If they responded that they’ve heard of the FFVP in Q5): 
 
What have you heard about the Fruit and Vegetable Snack Program?  
 
 
 
 
Program Yes 
If YES, how did you hear about the 
program?   
No 
Don’t 
Know 
School Lunch Program – 
Provides low‐cost or free 
lunches to students 
attending public or non‐
profit private schools 
 
 Flyers  
 School websites  
 Through partnerships with nearby 
schools 
 From parents/students shopping at 
the store 
 From my children or relatives  
 Other (specify) 
______________________________ 
 
   
School Breakfast Program 
(SBP) ‐ provides low‐cost or 
free breakfast to students 
attending public or non‐
profit private schools 
 
 Flyers  
 School websites  
 Through partnerships with nearby 
schools 
 From parents/students shopping at 
the store 
 From my children or relatives  
 Other (specify) 
_____________________________ 
   
Fruit and Vegetable Snack 
Program also called Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable 
Program (FFVP) – This 
program aims to increase 
fruit and vegetable 
consumption in elementary 
school children. Schools 
with a high proportion of 
low‐income students offer 
free fresh fruits and 
vegetables as snacks during 
the school day. These fresh 
fruit and vegetable snacks 
are offered at least twice a 
week to students 
 
 Flyers  
 School websites  
 Through partnerships with nearby 
schools 
 From parents/students shopping at 
the store 
 From my children or relatives  
 Other (specify) 
______________________________ 
   
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7. Do nearby schools ever purchase fresh fruits and vegetables from your store for their 
school programs?  
 
 Yes 
 No 
 I don’t know 
 
8. (IF YES to Q7)  
 
Who do you work with at the school end for produce sales?   
 
 Kitchen manager 
 Purchases  
 Director 
 Principal   
 Don’t know 
 Name (if given) ________________________________ 
 
9. (IF YES to Q7)  
 
Which programs do schools use the produce they purchase from your store for?  
 
 The School Lunch Program  
 The School Breakfast Program 
 The Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program  
 Other (specify) _______________________ 
 I don’t know 
 
 
C. Semi-Structured Interview  
 
Great! That concludes part I of the interview.  Before we move into part II of the interview, do 
you have any questions so far?  
 
These questions will be an expansion of some of the questions we covered in the survey.  They 
focus mostly on your perceptions and ideas.  Again, there are no right or wrong answers.  We 
are interested in your opinions and thoughts.  First, let’s talk about what you see children and 
their families purchasing at your store.   
 
 
1. First, can you describe for us your typical customer base at your store?  
 
Probes:  
-Does your customer base include families with school age children?   
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2. When you hear children making request for food items when they shop with their parents, 
what sorts of items do you hear children request at your store?   
 
Probes:  
-Would you say the children you are referring to are in elementary school?  
-What sort of requests do you hear from elementary school aged children? 
-Do they request healthy items like fruits and vegetables? 
-Do they request mostly “junk food?” 
-Do they mention why they’re requesting any specific items? 
 
3. When school is in session, how, if at all, do fruit and vegetable purchases change? 
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
i. How do fruit and vegetable sales and requests from customers change when school is 
in session?  
ii. Do you run out of specific fruit and vegetable items when school is in session? 
1. If YES: 
a. Which fruits and vegetables have you specifically run out of or run out 
of more quickly? 
b. Can you share some instances when this has happened?   
 
Now I am going to ask you some questions about how you promote produce items at your 
store.  
 
Fruit and Vegetable Promotion Strategies  
 
4. How do you plan for what items will be promoted in your store and who all are involved in 
that decision?  
 
5. What types of strategies do you currently use to promote fruits and vegetables in your 
store?  
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response): 
 
i. What types of pricing strategies do you use for produce items, such as discounts 
or coupons? 
ii. What types of product based strategies do you use for produce items, types of 
fruit and vegetables to promote?   
iii. What types of placement strategies do you use for produce items, such as end 
cap displays or displays at the checkout counter?  
iv. What types of in-store marketing promotions do you use for produce items, such 
as shelf tags or signs around the store?  
v. What types of weekly fliers or sales promotions do you use for produce items?  
1. How do you determine which produce items will be offered in your sales 
circulars or weekly fliers?  
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6. Which strategies, if any, are designed specifically to target children or families with 
children? 
i. How are these strategies different from other strategies that you use in your store?  
 
7. What types of strategies have you used in the past to promote fruits and vegetables in 
your store?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
i. What types of pricing promotions have you used for produce items in the past, such 
as discounts or coupons? 
ii. What types of product promotions have you used for produce items in the past, 
such as types of fruits and vegetables to promote?   
iii. What types of placement promotions have you used for produce items in the past, 
such as end cap displays or displays at the check-out counter? 
iv. What types of in-store marketing campaigns have you used for produce items in the 
past, such as shelf tags or signs around the store?  
 
8. Did any of these strategies you used in the past specifically target children or families with 
children?  
i. How were these strategies different from other strategies that you used in your 
store?  
 
9. Which strategies have been the most effective at increasing fruit and vegetables sales?  
i. What do you think are the possible reasons these strategies have been effective? 
 
10.  Which strategies have been the least effective at increasing fruit and vegetables sales?  
i. What do you think are the possible reasons these strategies have been ineffective? 
 
11. How do the profit margins for the produce department differ from the profit margins of 
other departments?  
i. Can you tell me why that might be?  
ii. How does an increase in sales in one department impact sales in another 
department?  
 
School Partnerships  
 
Now I am going to ask you some questions about your thoughts on partnering with nearby 
schools.  
 
12. Can you please describe any types of partnerships that you currently have with nearby 
schools, such as grocery store tours or other types of promotions? 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
i. How did the partnerships develop? 
ii. Who were the key players in developing those partnerships – at the school and at the 
stores? 
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iii. How long has this partnership been in place? 
iv. How long did this partnership take to form?  
v. Can you describe the experience?  
vi. How does this partnership impact customers at your store? 
vii. How does this partnership impact your store’s reputation in the community? 
 
13. Can you please describe any types of partnerships you have had with schools in the past? 
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
i. How did the partnerships develop? 
ii. Who were the key players in developing those partnerships – at the school and at 
the stores? 
iii. How long did the partnership last? 
iv. Can you describe the experience?  
v. How did the partnerships impact customers at your store? 
vi. How did the partnership impact your store’s reputation in the community? 
vii. What were some of the reasons for ending these partnerships?   
 
Perceptions about partnerships with schools 
 
14. Have you ever considered developing partnerships with nearby schools to support 
increased fruit and vegetable consumption among children? 
i. If YES:  
1. What ideas do you have for partnering with nearby schools to promote fruit 
and vegetable consumption?  
2. If they ask for clarification, go to Q15. 
 
15. We are exploring if schools and retailers would be interested in collaborating to promote 
the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program in order to increase fruit and vegetable 
consumption among children and their families. An example of such a partnership may be 
that schools would provide grocery stores with the schedule of fruits and vegetables being 
distributed through the FFVP during the week. Grocery stores would then stock and 
promote those fruit and vegetables items in stores during that period.  Students would 
consume those fruit and vegetables at schools as part of the FFVP and would be informed 
that those fruit and vegetable items are available at local grocery stores nearby, along 
with any promotions the retailers have on the fruit and vegetable items.  This is just an 
example of a possible partnership. We are interested in exploring other ideas as well.  (If 
needed:  We are interested in a partnership that is designed specifically to promote fruit and 
vegetable consumption in children) 
 
 
i. What are your thoughts about this type of partnership? 
ii. How do you think this type of partnerships would work?   
a. What would you need from schools to make this type of partnership work?  
iii. How would you go about creating a partnership with nearby schools? 
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iv. What do you see as potential barriers to a partnership with nearby schools? 
(Probe:  What ideas do you have for overcoming this barrier?) 
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
a. What kind of staffing time would you need?  
1. How would you manage extra staffing?  
b. What approval would you need from the corporate office? 
1. How would you go about seeking such approval?  
 
v. What type of resources would be required to cross‐promote the FFVP produce 
items in your store? 
a. Do you have access to such resources?  
b. In terms of resources needed, what would be the most costly promotion 
strategy?  
c. What would be the least costly promotion strategy?    
 
vi. How might a partnership with schools impact your store?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
a. How might a partnership with schools impact fruits and vegetable sales at 
your store? 
b. How might a partnership with schools impact public relations of your 
store? 
c. How might a partnership with schools impact the sales of other items at 
your store? 
 
vii. What would be some strategies that schools could use to promote purchasing 
items that are part of the Fruit and Vegetable Snack Program at your store?   
viii. How would you measure the impact of this type of partnership?  
ix. What would motivate you to create such partnerships with nearby schools?  
x. What are some other ideas you have about how these collaborations might work?  
 
Other questions  
 
16. Can you describe what you do with the produce you cannot sell in the store?  
i. Do you have any other ideas for what you could do with the produce you cannot sell 
at your store?  
 
17. What do you think about partnering with community nutrition organizations that could 
provide free in-store nutrition education and/or taste tests of featured items to further 
promote fruit and vegetable consumption among children and their families?  
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D. Closing 
 
Well, that brings us to the end of all my questions. If you could just give me a few minutes to 
make sure we captured everything we needed to.    
  
Moderator checks with note taker to and list of questions to make sure everything has been 
asked and recorded properly.  
  
Thank you for sharing your time and providing such valuable information. Our study team is 
extremely grateful for your participation in the study.  Before I leave, is there anything else you 
would like to share with us today?  Are there any questions you would like to ask us?  
 
I have left you with my name and the study team’s contact information.  If you think of 
something later that you would like to add to what was discussed today OR if you have a 
question that you’d like to ask us, please feel free to contact us. Your name will not be 
connected with any answers or comments you have given today or may give in the future.   
 
As a gesture of our appreciation for your participation, we have a $25 cash incentive for each of 
you.  Thank you so much again! 
 
Turn off tape recorder.   
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FFVP Interview Guide 
School FFVP personnel:  The primary FFVP contact for each school district 
 
A. Verbal consent 
 
District Code:____________     Date:___________________ 
 
Thank you so much for joining us today; we really appreciate you taking the time to participate 
in today’s interview. As you know, my name is _____ and I am part of a research study being 
conducted by researchers at Arizona State University. The purpose of this interview is to learn 
about your opinions and ideas about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program and strategies for 
expanding the reach of the program to nearby grocery stores. 
 
As a reminder, this interview is confidential. Throughout the discussion, you will only be called 
by your first name to keep your identity confidential. Neither your name nor the name of the 
school district will be associated with any of your answers. Your answers will be combined with 
responses from participants from other schools and districts. The results of this study will be 
used in reports, presentations, or publications but your name will never be known. Your 
participation is completely voluntary and you can stop the interview or decide not to answer any 
question for any reason; there are no right or wrong answers. You must be 18 years or older to 
participate.  If you agree to participate, you will receive a $25 gift card as a token of our 
appreciation. Should we proceed with the interview? (If YES, continue).   
 
I also want you to know that ______ is here to take notes on our discussion today. She/he will 
take notes during our conversation, but will not participate.  I would also like to record our 
interview. The purpose of the recording is to help the note taker in case there is a response that 
they do not fully capture.  The recording will not be shared with anyone and again all of your 
responses are confidential.  Are you okay with having the interview audio‐recorded?” (If YES, 
proceed with the interview; if NO, still proceed with the interview; instruct the note taker to state 
when they need more time to capture a response and briefly pause before proceeding to the next 
question during the interview).  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, or are dissatisfied at any time with any 
aspect of this study, you may contact Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, 
through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965‐6788.   (Show 
participant study information sheet and point out IRB and study contact information at the 
bottom). Great, let’s get started. 
 
Offer participant water.  
 
Turn on tape recorder, state the date, your name and District ID number.  
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Start time:   ___:___ 
 
This interview is organized into two parts.  Part 1 will be a brief oral survey where we are 
looking to gather some basic information about your position and some of the programs 
offered at schools in your district.  Then we will transition to Part 2 where we will ask you 
some more open-ended questions about your ideas and perceptions about school food 
programs.  
 
B. Oral Survey 
 
Personal data  
 
So this first part will be the oral survey.  I’m going to start by asking a few questions about 
your position at the school district.  
 
1. Can you tell us a little about your current position? 
 
2. And how long have you been in your position? 
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
3. And finally, how long have you worked in food service in general?  
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
4. Now I’m going to read a list of school food programs.  Can you tell me how many of the 
elementary schools in your district are participating in each program?  If you could 
respond will all elementary schools, more than half of elementary schools, half of 
elementary schools, less than half of elementary schools or no elementary schools, that 
would be great.   
 
(Read list) 
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FFVP Program Information  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions specifically about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program.  I may refer to it as the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program or sometimes the FFVP, is 
that OK with you?   
 
Program 
All 
elementary 
schools 
More than 
Half of 
elementary 
schools 
Half of 
elementary 
schools 
Less than 
half of 
elementary 
schools 
No 
elementary 
schools 
USDA’s reimbursable 
National School Lunch 
Program (NSLP)  
          
USDA’s reimbursable 
School Breakfast 
Program (SBP)  
          
USDA’s Team Nutrition 
‐ provides technical 
assistance to improve 
school food offerings  
          
USDA’s Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program 
(FFVP)  
          
Farm to School, farm 
to cafeteria or other 
similar program ‐ 
connects schools with 
local food growers and 
producers  
          
School gardens            
Maricopa County 
Office of Nutrition and 
Physical Activity SNAP-
Ed program ‐ the 
nutrition education 
component of the 
Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program. 
SNAP‐Ed works in a 
variety of settings, 
including schools, to 
increase the likelihood 
that SNAP‐eligible 
participants make 
healthy food choices 
          
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5. In the last five years, how many years has your district worked with the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program?   
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 _______ years  
 Don’t know 
 
6. Who is responsible for choosing which fruits and vegetables will be offered for the 
FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 School FFVP manager  
 Food distributor  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
7. Who is responsible for choosing when certain fruits and vegetables will be offered for 
the FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 School FFVP manager  
 Food distributor  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
8. What factors are taken into consideration when deciding what items are offered as part 
of the FFVP and when they will be offered? 
 
 Season and / or availability  
 Student preferences  
 USDA recommendations  
 Price  
 Vendor promotions 
 Staff/teacher recommendations 
 Coordination with school lunch or breakfast program 
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
9. Do all schools in the district follow the same FFVP schedule?  
 
 Yes 
 No  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
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10. How are the days and times of distribution of FFVP fruits and vegetables in schools 
determined?  
 
 Determined at the school level 
 Determined at the district level  
 Other (specify) __________________________ 
 
11. How many days is the FFVP offered to students in your district each week?  (confirm if 
frequency is in all schools in the district) 
 
 _____ days per week in all schools 
 _____ to _____ days per week depending on the school  
 Other (specify) __________________________ 
12. Do all schools in your district offer the FFVP to the same grade levels?   
 
 Yes 
 
 If YES:  Which grade levels are offered fruits and vegetables as part of the FFVP 
in participating schools? 
 
   ____________ grades  
 
 No 
 
 If NO:  What is the range of grades that participate in the FFVP across all 
schools in the district? 
   
  _____ to _____ grades  
 
13. How is the information about the FFVP communicated to parents?  (confirm that the 
mentioned strategies are used for the FFVP) 
 
 No mechanisms are in place 
 E‐mails or letters 
 School newsletters  
 Flyers  
 School smartphone app 
 School website  
 Social media outlets  
 Other (specify)_________________________________ 
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14. How often are not-so-common fruits and vegetables (such as star fruit or dragon fruit) 
offered as part of the FFVP?   Would you say (read options):  
 
 Weekly 
 Monthly 
 Few times a year 
 Rarely 
 Never 
 
15. How easy is it to find produce items you use for the FFVP at a local grocery store? Would 
you say it is (read options): 
 
 Very easy  
 Easy  
 Somewhat easy  
 Somewhat difficult  
 Difficult 
 Very Difficult 
 Don’t know 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about how produce is procured for the Fresh Fruit 
and Vegetable program.  You likely purchase produce items for other school programs like the 
National School Lunch Program; however, for these questions, if you could just respond 
regarding your FFVP purchases.  
 
16. In your school district, is the produce for the FFVP procured at the district level or at the 
school level?  
 
 District level  
 School level   
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
17. Who is responsible for deciding how much produce to purchase for the FFVP? 
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 District food merchandiser  
 School FFVP contact  
 School kitchen manager  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
18. Who is responsible for submitting purchase orders for the FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 District food merchandiser  
 School FFVP contact  
 School kitchen manager  
 Other _______________________ 
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19. If a school has left over produce from the FFVP, what happens to it?  (confirm frequency 
for each strategy) 
 
Program / Resource 
2+ times 
per 
week 
Once 
per 
week 
Less than 
once per 
week 
2+ 
times 
per 
month 
Once 
per 
month 
or less 
Never 
It gets thrown away         
It is offered to students 
to take home 
        
It is recycled and used 
for the NSLP or SBP  
        
It is offered to teachers 
and school staff 
members  
        
Other 
(specify)____________
________ 
 
 
 
        
 
I would like to know more about which sources are used to procure fruits and vegetables for 
the FFVP. 
 
20. Where are most of the produce items for the FFVP purchased?    
 
 Food Distribution company(ies) _____________________________________ 
 Grocery stores ___________________________________________________ 
 Local farmers or producers _________________________________________ 
 Other __________________________________________________________ 
 
21. How often are FFVP items purchased at a nearby grocery store?  Would you say (read 
options):  
 
 Weekly  
 Monthly  
 Less than once per month  
 Rarely  
 Never  
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22. How often are FFVP items purchased from local farmers or producers? Would you say 
(read options): 
 
 Weekly  
 Monthly  
 Less than once per month  
 Rarely  
 Never  
 
(If never for Q22, then ask): 
-Would the district be interested in purchasing produce items for the FFVP from local 
farmers or producers?   
 
 Yes  
 No 
 
SNAP-Ed Program Information  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about the Maricopa County Office of Nutrition and 
Physical Activity SNAP-Ed program.  
 
23. I’m going to read a list of resources that the County SNAP-Ed program offers to schools.  
Can you tell me how many of the elementary schools in your district are taking 
advantage of each SNAP-Ed program or resource?  If you could respond will all 
elementary schools, more than half of elementary schools, half of elementary schools, 
less than half of elementary schools or no elementary schools, that would be great.   
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Program / Resource 
All 
elementary 
schools 
More than 
Half of 
elementary 
schools 
Half of 
elementary 
schools 
Less than 
half of 
elementary 
schools 
No 
elementary 
schools 
Nutrition and physical 
activity education in 
the classroom for 
students 
          
Nutrition curricula            
Teacher trainings on 
nutrition and physical 
activity in the 
classroom  
          
Local Wellness Policy 
support and 
assistance  
          
Nutrition and physical 
activity posters            
Nutrition education 
incentives for 
students such as fruit 
and vegetable pencils 
and erasers 
          
School garden 
supplies and technical 
assistance  
          
Recipe books           
Afterschool parent 
trainings            
Yearly nutrition and 
physical activity 
campaign promotion, 
such as National 
Nutrition Month, 
National School 
Breakfast Week, 
National Physical 
Fitness and Sports 
Month, Farm to 
School Month 
          
Other (specify) 
__________________ 
 
          
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C. Semi-Structured Interview  
 
Great! That concludes part I of the interview.  Before we move into part II of the interview, do 
you have any questions so far?  Would you like to take a 5-minute break?  
 
These questions will be an expansion of some of the questions we covered in the survey.  They 
focus mostly on your perceptions and ideas for school food programs.  Again, there are no 
right or wrong answers.  We are interested in your opinions and thoughts.  First, let’s talk 
about fruit and vegetable promotion in schools in the district.   
 
Current efforts to promote fruits and vegetables  
 
1. What strategies do elementary schools in your district currently use to promote fruit 
and vegetable consumption?  For example, do elementary schools in your district have 
posters of fruits and vegetables around campus?  
 
 Posters around campus  
 School salad or produce bars  
 Classroom or educational activities  
 Samples and taste tests  
 Colorful and/or aesthetically pleasing produce displays during breakfast or lunch 
 Other efforts, please describe 
 
Probes:   
-Is this strategy happening at all elementary schools in the district, most schools in the 
district, some schools in the district, or few schools in the district?  
 
 All schools 
 Most schools  
 Some schools  
 Few schools  
 
-Are there any other strategies that schools are using to promote fruits and vegetables? 
 
2. What strategies have schools in your district used in the past to promote fruit and 
vegetable consumption?  
 
 Posters around campus  
 Schools salad or produce bars  
 Classroom or educational activities  
 Samples and taste tests  
 Colorful or aesthetically pleasing produce displays during breakfast or lunch 
 Other efforts: 
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Probes:   
-Were these strategies used at all schools in the district, some schools in the district, or 
few schools in the district?  
 All schools 
 Most schools  
 Some schools  
 Few schools  
 
-Are there any other strategies that schools in the district used in the past to promote 
fruits and vegetables? 
 
3. (If past strategies mentioned (Q1) are not currently being offered (response from Q2) 
then ask):  
 
I heard you say that _________strategy (strategies) was used in the past but is not 
currently being used for fruit and vegetable consumption.  Can you describe some of 
the reasons that schools in your district are not continuing to use this as a strategy?   
 
4. Which strategies, in your opinion, are the most effective for promoting fruit and 
vegetable consumption to elementary school kids in your district?   
 
Probes: 
-Why do you think that is?  
-Do you have any examples you would like to share? 
 
5. Which strategies, in your opinion, are the least effective in promoting fruit and 
vegetable consumption to elementary school kids in your district?  
 
Probes: 
-Why do you think that is?  
-Do you have any examples you would like to share? 
 
Now, I’d like to hear a little more about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program.  
 
6. Tell me how the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program is typically carried out in schools 
in your district.  
 
7. How does the implementation of the FFVP vary among elementary schools 
participating in the FFVP in your district?  
 
8. How does the implementation of the FFVP differ by grade levels within schools?  
 
9. Describe the level of support or buy-in that school administrators, such as principals or 
other staff members, and teachers have for the FFVP?  
 
Probes:   
-How do you think the level of support or buy-in impacts the program?  
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10. Can you describe types of educational activities, if any, that teachers incorporate 
around the FFVP in their classrooms?  
Probes:   
-Can you share some examples of these activities?  
-Is there a particular curriculum they use, and if so, which one is it?  
-What fraction of schools are using educational activities around the FFVP, would you 
say most schools, some schools, few schools?  
 
11. Can you describe any instances where someone at the district or at the school level 
had to shop at a nearby grocery store for produce items if you were, for example, 
running low on certain fruit and vegetable items for the FFVP?  
 
12. How do you think left over produce from the FFVP could be used? 
 
13. How is the Maricopa County SNAP-Ed program used to promote fruits and vegetables 
within elementary schools?  
 
14. How does SNAP-Ed work with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program?  
 
15. How aware do you think parents in your district are about school food programs 
offered in schools in your district?  
 
Probe:  
- How aware do you think parents are of the FFVP? 
 
Perceptions about partnerships with retailers  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about grocery store partnerships.  
 
16. Are any schools in your district currently partnering with any local grocery stores for 
school food programs or activities, such as grocery store tours or promotions?   
i. If YES: 
1. Can you describe these partnerships and tell me more about which 
schools and which stores were involved?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
a. How did the partnership develop?  
b. Who were the key players in developing this partnership – at 
the school and at the store? 
c. How long has this partnership been in place?  
d. How long did it take for this partnership to form?  
e. How does this partnership impact students?  
f. Can you describe the experience?  
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17. Are you aware of any partnerships that have existed in the past between schools in 
the district and local grocery stores for school food programs or activities? 
i. If YES 
1. Can you describe these partnerships and tell me more about which 
schools and which stores were involved?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response): 
 
a. How did the partnership develop?  
b. Who were the key players in developing that partnership – 
at the school and at the store?  
c. Can you describe the experience?  
d. How did this partnership impact students? 
e. How long did the partnership last? 
f. What were some of the reason for ending this partnership?  
 
18. Have you ever considered developing partnerships with nearby grocery stores to 
support increased fruit and vegetable consumption among elementary school children 
in your district?  
i. If YES: 
a. What ideas do you have for partnering with nearby grocery stores to promote 
fruit and vegetable consumption?  
 
19. We are exploring if schools and retailers would be interested in collaborating to 
promote the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program in order to increase fruit and 
vegetable consumption among children and their families. An example of such a 
partnership may be that schools would provide grocery stores with the schedule of 
fruits and vegetables being distributed through the FFVP during the week. Grocery 
stores would then stock and promote those fruit and vegetables items in stores during 
that period.  Students would consume those fruit and vegetables at schools as part of 
the FFVP and would be informed that those fruit and vegetable items are available at 
local grocery stores nearby, along with any promotions the retailers have on the fruit 
and vegetable items.  This is just an example of a possible partnership. We are 
interested in exploring other ideas as well.  (If needed:  We are not referring to a 
purchasing partnerships, but a partnership that is designed specifically to promote fruit 
and vegetable consumption in children) 
 
i. What are your thoughts about this type of partnership? 
ii. How do you think this type of partnerships would work?   
1. What would you need from a retailer to make this type of partnership 
work?  
iii. How would you go about creating a partnership with nearby grocery stores?    
iv. What do you see as potential barriers to a partnership with nearby grocery 
stores?  
 
Probes:  What ideas do you have for overcoming this barrier? 
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1. What kind of staffing time would you need? 
a. How would you manage extra staffing?  
2. Would you need approval from school officials, such as the principal, 
superintendent, or school board?  
a. How would you go about seeking such approval?  
3. Would you need approval from the state or the USDA? 
a. How would you go about seeking such approval?  
 
v. What kind of resources would be required for a partnership with grocery stores? 
1. Do you have access to such resources? 
vi. How do you think this type of partnership would impact students? 
1. What are other potential benefits to a partnership like this? 
vii. How would you measure the impact of this type of partnership?  
viii. What would motivate you to create such partnerships with nearby retailers?  
ix. What are some other ideas you have about how these collaborations might 
work? 
x. How do you think you could use the Maricopa County SNAP‐Ed program to 
create linkages between schools and food retailers?  
1. How do you feel about working with Maricopa County SNAP‐Ed for this 
idea?  
 
20. How would you describe your experience with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program?    
a. What have been some of the challenges in working with the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program? 
 
b. What have been some of the rewards in working with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program? 
 
21. In your opinion, what types of support the can Maricopa County SNAP-Ed program 
provide to school food programs and local wellness policy efforts in your school 
district?  
 
 
D. Closing 
 
Well, that brings us to the end of all my questions. If you could just give me a few minutes to 
make sure we captured everything we needed to.     
 
Moderator checks with note taker to and list of questions to make sure everything has been 
asked and recorded properly.  
  
 Would it be possible to get a copy of the FFVP schedule you are using for this school year? 
 
Would it be possible to observe the FFVP program in some schools in your district?  
 
If needed, would you be willing to let us interview additional FFVP staff members, from schools 
other than the ones we previously mentioned?  
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Thank you for sharing your time and providing such valuable information. Our study team is 
extremely grateful for your participation in the study.  Before I leave, is there anything else you 
would like to share with us today?  Are there any questions you would like to ask us?  
 
I have left you with my name and the study team’s contact information.  If you think of 
something later that you would like to add to what was discussed today OR if you have a 
question that you’d like to ask us, please feel free to contact us. Your name will not be 
connected with any answers or comments you have given today or may give in the future.   
 
As a gesture of our appreciation for your participation, we have a $25 VISA gift card for you.  
Thank you so much again! 
 
Turn off tape recorder.   
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FFVP Interview Guide 
School FFVP personnel:  The primary FFVP contact for each school district 
 
A. Verbal consent 
 
School Code:____________     Date:___________________ 
 
Thank you for joining us today; we appreciate the time and effort you are making to participate 
in today’s interview. My name is _____ and I am part of a research study being conducted by 
researchers at Arizona State University. The purpose of this interview is to learn about your 
opinions and ideas about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program and strategies for expanding 
the reach of the program to nearby grocery stores. 
 
As a reminder, this interview is confidential. Throughout the discussion, you will only be called 
by your first name to keep your identity confidential. Neither your name nor the name of the 
school will be associated with any of your answers. Your answers will be combined with 
responses from participants from other schools and districts. The results of this study will be 
used in reports, presentations, or publications but your name will never be known. Your 
participation is completely voluntary and you can stop the interview or decide not to answer any 
question for any reason; there are no right or wrong answers. You must be 18 years or older to 
participate.  If you agree to participate, you will receive a $25 gift card as a token of our 
appreciation. Should we proceed with the interview? (If YES, continue).   
 
I also want you to know that XXX is here to take notes on our discussion today. She/he will take 
notes during our conversation, but will not participate.  I would also like to record our interview. 
The purpose of the recording is to help the note taker in case there is a response that they do 
not fully capture.  The recording will not be shared with anyone and again all of your responses 
are confidential.  Are you okay with having the interview audio‐recorded?” (If YES, proceed with 
the interview; if NO, still proceed with the interview; instruct the note taker to state when they 
need more time to capture a response and briefly pause before proceeding to the next question 
during the interview).  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, or are dissatisfied at any time with any 
aspect of this study, you may contact Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, 
through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965‐6788.   (Show 
participant study information sheet and point out IRB and study contact information at the 
bottom). Great, let’s get started. 
 
Turn on tape recorder, state the date, your name and school ID number.  
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Start time:   ___:___ 
 
This interview is organized into two parts.  Part 1 will be a brief oral survey where we are 
looking to gather some basic information about your position and some of the programs 
offered at your school.  Then we will transition to Part 2 where we will ask you some more 
open-ended questions about your ideas and perceptions about school food programs.  
 
B. Oral Survey 
 
Personal data  
 
So this first part will be the oral survey.  I’m going to start by asking a few questions about 
your position at <name of school>.  
 
1.  Can you tell us a little about your current position? 
 
2. And how long have you been in your position? 
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
3. And finally, how long have you worked in food service in general?  
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 _______ years  
 
4. Now I’m going to read a list of school food programs.  Can you tell me which programs 
<name of school> is participating in?   
 
 
(Read list) 
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Program Yes No Don’t Know 
USDA’s reimbursable National School 
Lunch Program (NSLP)        
USDA’s reimbursable School Breakfast 
Program (SBP)        
USDA’s Team Nutrition ‐ provides 
technical assistance to improve school 
food offerings  
      
USDA’s Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program (FFVP)        
Farm to School, farm to cafeteria or 
other similar program ‐ connects 
schools with local food growers and 
producers  
      
School garden        
Maricopa County Office of Nutrition 
and Physical Activity SNAP-Ed 
program ‐ the nutrition education 
component of the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program. SNAP‐Ed 
works in a variety of settings, including 
schools, to increase the likelihood that 
SNAP‐eligible participants make 
healthy food choices 
      
 
FFVP Program Information  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions specifically about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program.  I may refer to it as the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program or sometimes the FFVP, is 
that OK with you?   
 
5. In the last five years, how many years has your school worked with the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program?   
 
 < 1 year  
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 _______ years  
 Don’t know 
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6. Who is responsible for choosing which fruits and vegetables will be offered for the 
FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 School FFVP manager  
 Food distributor  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
 
 
7. Who is responsible for choosing when certain fruits and vegetables will be offered for 
the FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 School FFVP manager  
 Food distributor  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
8. What factors are taken into consideration when deciding what items are offered as 
part of the FFVP and when they will be offered? 
 
 Season and / or availability  
 Student preferences  
 USDA recommendations  
 Price  
 Vendor promotions 
 Staff/teacher recommendations 
 Coordination with school lunch or breakfast program 
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 Don’t know 
 
9. How are the days and times of distribution of FFVP fruits and vegetables to students 
at your school determined?  
 
 Determined at the school level 
 Determined at the district level  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
10.  How many days per week is the FFVP offered to students at your school?  
 
 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
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11. What days of the week is the FFVP usually offered at your school? 
 
 Monday 
 Tuesday 
 Wednesday 
 Thursday 
 Friday 
 
12. What time of day is the FFVP usually offered at your school?  
 
 Morning (time__________) 
 Afternoon (time __________) 
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
13. Which grade levels are offered fruits and vegetables as part of the FFVP in 
participating schools? 
 
   ____________ grades  
 
14. How is the information about the FFVP communicated to parents?  (confirm that the 
mentioned strategies are used for the FFVP) 
 
 Listed on school breakfast/lunch menus  
 E‐mails or letters 
 School newsletters  
 Flyers  
 School smartphone app 
 School website  
 Social media outlets  
 No mechanisms are in place 
 Other (specify) ________________________________ 
 
15. How often are not-so-common fruits and vegetables (such as star fruit or dragon fruit) 
offered as part of the FFVP?   Would you say (read options):  
 
 Weekly 
 Monthly 
 Few times a year 
 Rarely 
 Never 
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16. How easy is it to find produce items you use for the FFVP at a local grocery store? 
Would you say it is (read options): 
 
 Very easy  
 Easy  
 Somewhat easy  
 Somewhat difficult  
 Difficult  
 Very difficult 
 Don’t know 
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about how produce is procured for the Fresh Fruit 
and Vegetable program.  You likely purchase produce items for other school programs like the 
National School Lunch Program; however, for these questions, if you could just respond 
regarding your FFVP purchases.  
 
17. Is the produce for the FFVP at your school procured at the district level or at the 
school level?  
 
 District level  
 School level   
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
18. Who is responsible for deciding how much produce to purchase for the FFVP? 
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 District food merchandiser or buyer  
 School FFVP contact  
 School kitchen manager  
 Other (specify) _________________________________ 
 
19. Who is responsible for submitting purchase orders for the FFVP?  
 
 District FFVP contact (interviewee)  
 District food merchandiser or buyer 
 School FFVP contact  
 School kitchen manager  
 Other _______________________ 
 
20. If your school has left over produce from the FFVP, what happens to it?  (confirm 
frequency for each strategy) 
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Program / Resource 
2+ times 
per 
week 
Once 
per 
week 
Less than 
once per 
week 
2+ times 
per 
month 
Once 
per 
month 
or less 
Never 
It gets thrown away             
It is offered to 
students to take 
home 
            
It is recycled and 
used for the NSLP or 
SBP  
            
It is offered to 
teachers and school 
staff members  
            
Other 
(specify)___________ 
 
 
 
            
 
 
I would like to know more about which sources are used to procure fruits and vegetables for 
the FFVP. 
 
21.    Where are most of the produce items for the FFVP purchased?    
 
 Food Distribution company(ies) _____________________________________ 
 Grocery stores ___________________________________________________ 
 Local farmers or producers _________________________________________ 
 Other __________________________________________________________ 
 
22. How often are FFVP items purchased at a nearby grocery store?  Would you say (read 
options):  
 
 Weekly  
 Monthly  
 Less than once per month  
 Rarely  
 Never  
 Don’t know  
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23. How often are FFVP items purchased from local farmers or producers? Would you say 
(read options): 
 
 Weekly  
 Monthly  
 Less than once per month  
 Rarely  
 Never  
 Don’t know 
 
(If never for Q23, then ask): 
-Would your school be interested in purchasing produce items for the FFVP from local 
farmers or producers?   
 
 Yes  
 No 
 
SNAP-Ed Program Information  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about the Maricopa County Office of Nutrition and 
Physical Activity SNAP-Ed program.  
 
24. I’m going to read a list of resources that the County SNAP-Ed program offers to 
schools.  Can you tell me which SNAP-ED program resources your school is using?   
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C. Semi-Structured Interview  
 
Great! That concludes part I of the interview.  Before we move into part II of the interview, do 
you have any questions so far?  Would you like to take a 5-minute break?  
 
These questions will be an expansion of some of the questions we covered in the survey.  They 
focus mostly on your perceptions and ideas for school food programs.  Again, there are no 
right or wrong answers.  We are interested in your opinions and thoughts.  First, let’s talk 
about fruit and vegetable promotion in schools in the district.   
 
Current efforts to promote fruits and vegetables  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Program / Resource Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 
Nutrition and physical activity education in the 
classroom for students       
Nutrition curricula        
Teacher trainings on nutrition and physical activity in 
the classroom        
Local Wellness Policy support and assistance        
Nutrition and physical activity posters        
Nutrition education incentives for students such as 
fruit and vegetable pencils and erasers       
School garden supplies and technical assistance        
Recipe books       
Afterschool parent trainings        
Yearly nutrition and physical activity campaign 
promotion, such as National Nutrition Month, 
National School Breakfast Week, National Physical 
Fitness and Sports Month, Farm to School Month 
      
Other (specify) ___________________________ 
 
 
 
      
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1. What strategies does your school currently use to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption?  For example, do you have posters of fruits and vegetables around 
campus?  
 
 Posters around campus  
 School salad or produce bars  
 Classroom or educational activities  
 Samples and taste tests  
 Colorful and/or aesthetically pleasing produce displays during breakfast or lunch 
 Other efforts, please describe 
 
Probes:   
-Are there any other strategies that your school is using to promote fruits and 
vegetables? 
 
2. What strategies has your school used in the past to promote fruit and vegetable 
consumption?  
 
 Posters around campus  
 Schools salad or produce bars  
 Classroom or educational activities  
 Samples and taste tests  
 Colorful or aesthetically pleasing produce displays during breakfast or lunch 
 Other efforts: 
 
Probes:   
-Are there any other strategies that your school used in the past to promote fruits and 
vegetables? 
 
3. (If past strategies mentioned (Q1) are not currently being offered (response from Q2) 
then ask):  
 
I heard you say that _________strategy (strategies) was used in the past but is not 
currently being used for fruit and vegetable consumption.  Can you describe some of 
the reasons that your school is not continuing to use this as a strategy?   
4. Which strategies, in your opinion, are the most effective for promoting fruit and 
vegetable consumption at your school?   
 
Probes: 
-Why do you think that is?  
-Do you have any examples you would like to share? 
 
5. Which strategies, in your opinion, are the least effective in promoting fruit and 
vegetable consumption at your school?  
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Probes: 
-Why do you think that is?  
-Do you have any examples you would like to share? 
 
Now, I’d like to hear a little more about the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program.  
 
6. Tell me how the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program is typically carried out <name of 
school>?  
 
7. How does the implementation of the FFVP vary among classrooms at your school?  
 
8. How does the implementation of the FFVP differ by grade levels at your school?  
 
9. Describe the level of support or buy-in that school administrators, such as the 
principal or other staff members, and teachers have for the FFVP?  
 
Probes:   
-How do you think the level of support or buy-in impacts the program?  
 
10. Can you describe types of educational activities, if any, that teachers incorporate 
around the FFVP in their classrooms?  
 
Probes:   
-Can you share some examples of these activities?  
-Is there a particular curriculum they use, and if so, which one is it?  
-What fraction of teachers are using educational activities around the FFVP at your 
school, would you say most teachers, some teachers, or few teachers?  
 
11. Can you describe any instances where someone at your school had to shop at a nearby 
grocery store for produce items if you were, for example, running low on certain fruit 
and vegetable items for the FFVP?  
 
12. How do you think left over produce from the FFVP could be used? 
 
13. How is the Maricopa County SNAP-Ed program used to promote fruits and vegetables 
at your school?  
 
14. How does SNAP-Ed work with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program at your school?  
 
15. How aware do you think parents are about school food programs offered at your 
school? 
 
Probe:  
- How aware do you think parents are of the FFVP? 
 
 
 
  233 
Perceptions about partnerships with retailers  
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about grocery store partnerships.  
 
16. Is <name of school> currently partnering with any local grocery stores for school food 
programs or activities, such as grocery store tours or promotions?   
i. If YES: 
1. Can you describe these partnerships and tell me more about which stores 
were involved?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response):  
 
a. How did the partnership develop?  
b. Who were the key players in developing this partnership – at 
the school and at the store? 
c. How long has this partnership been in place?  
d. How long did it take for this partnership to form?  
e. How does this partnership impact students?  
f. Can you describe the experience?  
 
17. Are you aware of any partnerships that have existed in the past between <name of 
school> and local grocery stores for school food programs or activities? 
i. If YES 
1. Can you describe these partnerships and tell me more about which 
stores were involved?  
 
Prompts (if details are not included in initial response): 
 
a. How did the partnership develop?  
b. Who were the key players in developing that partnership – at 
the school and at the store?  
c. Can you describe the experience?  
d. How did this partnership impact students? 
e. How long did the partnership last? 
f. What were some of the reason for ending this partnership?  
 
18. Have you ever considered developing partnerships with nearby grocery stores to 
support increased fruit and vegetable consumption among elementary school 
children?  
i. If YES: 
1. What ideas do you have for partnering with nearby grocery stores to 
promote fruit and vegetable consumption?  
2. If they ask for clarification, go to Q19. 
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19. We are exploring if schools and retailers would be interested in collaborating to 
promote the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program in order to increase fruit and 
vegetable consumption among children and their families. An example of such a 
partnership may be that schools would provide grocery stores with the schedule of 
fruits and vegetables being distributed through the FFVP during the week. Grocery 
stores would then stock and promote those fruit and vegetables items in stores during 
that period.  Students would consume those fruit and vegetables at schools as part of 
the FFVP and would be informed that those fruit and vegetable items are available at 
local grocery stores nearby, along with any promotions the retailers have on the fruit 
and vegetable items.  This is just an example of a possible partnership. We are 
interested in exploring other ideas as well.  (If needed:  We are not referring to a 
purchasing partnerships, but a partnership that is designed specifically to promote fruit 
and vegetable consumption in children) 
 
i. What are your thoughts about this type of partnership? 
ii. How do you think this type of partnerships would work?   
1. What would you need from a retailer to make this type of partnership 
work?  
iii. How would you go about creating a partnership with nearby grocery stores?    
iv. What do you see as potential barriers to a partnership with nearby grocery 
stores?  
 
Probes:  What ideas do you have for overcoming this barrier? 
 
1. What kind of staffing time would you need? 
a. How would you manage extra staffing?  
2. Would you need approval from school officials, such as the principal, 
superintendent, or school board?  
b. How would you go about seeking such approval?  
3. Would you need approval from the state or the USDA? 
c. How would you go about seeking such approval?  
 
v. What kind of resources would be required for a partnership with grocery stores? 
1. Do you have access to such resources? 
vi. How do you think this type of partnership would impact students? 
1. What are other potential benefits to a partnership like this? 
vii. How would you measure the impact of this type of partnership?  
viii. What would motivate you to create such partnerships with nearby retailers?  
ix. What are some other ideas you have about how these collaborations might 
work? 
x. How do you think you could use the Maricopa County SNAP‐Ed program to 
create linkages between schools and food retailers?  
1. How do you feel about working with Maricopa County SNAP‐Ed for this 
idea?  
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20. How would you describe your experience with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program?    
a. What have been some of the challenges in working with the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program? 
 
b. What have been some of the rewards in working with the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 
Program? 
21. In your opinion, what types of support the can Maricopa County SNAP-Ed program 
provide to school food programs and local wellness policy efforts at your school?  
 
 
D. Closing 
 
Well, that brings us to the end of all my questions. If you could just give me a few minutes to 
make sure we captured everything we needed to.     
 
Moderator checks with note taker to and list of questions to make sure everything has been 
asked and recorded properly.  
  
Would it be possible to observe the FFVP program at your school?  
 
Thank you for sharing your time and providing such valuable information. Our study team is 
extremely grateful for your participation in the study.  Before I leave, is there anything else you 
would like to share with us today?  Are there any questions you would like to ask us?  
 
I have left you with my name and the study team’s contact information.  If you think of 
something later that you would like to add to what was discussed today OR if you have a 
question that you’d like to ask us, please feel free to contact us. Your name will not be 
connected with any answers or comments you have given today or may give in the future.   
 
As a gesture of our appreciation for your participation, we have a $25 VISA gift card for you.  
Thank you so much again! 
 
Turn off tape recorder.   
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APPENDIX I 
IRB INFORMAION FOR PARTICIPANTS   
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School Food Program Participation Study 
Copy of IRB Information for Participants 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
Thank you for participating in the School Food Programs study. Your input in this 
important study is extremely valuable. We want to assure you that your 
comments are confidential and any reports resulting from the study will not 
identify your name. If you have any questions concerning the research study, 
please contact me at jegreen7@asu.edu (phone: 505-980-5971) or our research 
team at: Dr. Punam Ohri-Vachaspati, School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, 
ABC1 room 127, mailing address, 500 N 3rd Street Phoenix, AZ 85004, 
pohrivac@asu.edu.  If you have any questions about your rights as a 
subject/participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, 
you can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, 
through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965-6788.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jessie Green      
Project Manager    
School of Nutrition and Health Promotion, ASU 
 
